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ABSTRACT 
The question of Christ's presence in the eucharist was an issue 
which caused great controversy in the Reformation period, and which 
continued to evoke dispute during the seventeenth century. Various 
interpretations of the Caroline divines' teaching on the eucharistic 
presence have been offered, but often they seem either to indicate the 
theological position of the writer rather than that of the theologians 
considered, or to ignore the broader context of eucharistic doctrine. 
The purpose of this study, therefore, was 1. to investigate the 
theology of eucharistic presence in the thinking of several seventeenth- 
century Anglican divines, and 2. to examine their teaching in relation 
to the sixteenth-century Anglican heritage and the various continental 
sacramental doctrines, Reformed, Lutheran, Roman Catholic and Eastern 
Orthodox. 
To accomplish this goal, eight theologians were chosen for examin- 
ation: Adrianus Saravia, Lancelot Andrewes, John Cosin, Richard 
Montague, William Forbes, William Laud, Jeremy Taylor and Herbert 
Thorndike. When available, nineteenth-century editions of their works 
were used; otherwise, seventeenth-century texts were employed. 
Similarly, modern editions of Roman, Orthodox, Lutheran and Reformed 
writings were utilized when possible. Thy examination of eucharistic 
teaching included seven major points: 1. the sacrament as mystery, 
2. eucharistic change, 3. the relationship between Christ's body and 
the bread, 4. eucharistic communion, 5. the nature of Christ's body in 
the sacrament, 6. consecration, and 7. adoration in the eucharist. 
This study has shown that there was great diversity in the 
thinking of the Caroline divines (although they did not treat the 
2 
subject of eucharistic presence with equal detail or depth); no 
unified understanding of sacramental presence was expressed. Reformed 
ideas inherited from the previous century remained strong, but new 
tendencies toward other understandings of the eucharist can be 
discerned. The period, therefore, can be seen to represent a new 
stage in the history of Anglican eucharistic doctrine. 
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INTRODUCTION 
"That ancient religion had well nigh faded away out of the land, 
through the political changes of the last 150 years, and it must be 
restored. It would be in fact a second Reformation: - a better 
reformation, for it would be a return not to the sixteenth century, but 
to the seventeenth. "1 These words of John Henry Cardinal Newman 
express what has become in some theological circles the key for 
understanding seventeenth-century Anglican theology -a movement away 
from Calvinist and Lutheran tendencies with a renewed emphasis on 
"Catholic tradition and doctrine". 
2 
It has been pointed out by Alf Härdelin that the nineteenth- 
century Tractarians appealed not only to antiquity, but also to the 
"great Anglican High Church divines", known otherwise as "the seven- 
teenth-century divines", "the Caroline divines", and "the standard 
divines", although they were neither all "Caroline" nor "seventeenth- 
century". 
3 
These theologians have at times been seen as the origin 
of the recovery of patristic theology within the Anglican Communion. 
To "appeal immediately to the seventeenth century was to appeal 
mediately to the Fathers", F. L. Cross has argued, since these divines 
"claimed to have built up their systems from Patristic sources, 
believing that the Fathers were the best interpreters and expounders of 
the revelation made once for all in Holy Writ". 
4 
The Tractarians, 
Cross maintains, by advocating a return to the theology of the 
seventeenth century, "were but reiterating in another form their 
demand for a return to the Primitive Church". 
5 
Some understood the 
links between the nineteenth and seventeenth centuries to have been so 
close that they freely attached the designation "Anglo-Catholic" to the 
1 
2 
earlier churchmen. 
6 
It has been argued that these "High Church 
divines" intended "to restore the grandeur of Christian truth, and 
teach it anew to their countrymen, who had largely forgotten it in the 
turmoil of the Reformation". 
7 
P. E. More has claimed that the 
theology of the Caroline divines represents a conscious effort to 
"steer a middle course between the excesses of Romanist and Radical 
Protestant". 
8 
While these statements admit of variations in 
interpretation, and would not totally exclude the influence of 
Protestant thinking on seventeenth-century Anglican theology, 
9 
they 
suggest minimal similarities and ties between the two. 
What does this understanding of the "Caroline divines" imply 
concerning the theology of eucharistic presence in the seventeenth 
century? Did they move away from the earlier eucharistic contro- 
versies and the turmoil of continental Protestant theology to recover 
a purer and more primitive doctrine of the sacramental presence? 
Were they the representatives of "high" eucharistic theology, distinct 
from that of Calvinists and Lutherans? Were there any similarities 
between their teaching and that of the Eastern Orthodox Church? How 
did their ideas relate to those of the sixteenth-century Anglican 
sacramental tradition which they inherited? 
The purpose of this study is to examine the theology of eucharis- 
tic presence in the "early Caroline divines" within the broader 
European theological context. It may be true that these Anglicans 
were committed to an understanding of doctrine interpreted in the 
light of the Fathers, but this does not eliminate points of contact 
with sixteenth and seventeenth-century Reformed, Lutheran, Roman and 
Eastern Orthodox expositions of eucharistic teaching, unless one 
assumes a priori that these expositions were not in accord with 
3 
patristic thought. It may also be true, as H. R. McAdoo has written, 
that there is no "specifically Anglican corpus of doctrine and no king- 
pin in Anglican theology such as Calvin", and that "Anglicanism is not 
committed to believing anything because it is Anglican but only because 
it is true". 
10 
These statements, however, more acutely raise the 
question of how the Caroline divines understood the "truth" of 
eucharistic presence within the broader context of various and 
conflicting theologies, all of which were attempting to express the 
"truth" of eucharistic doctrine. If Anglicans were not committed to 
following the teaching of any one leading theologian, does this imply 
the absence of unity in sacramental teaching, or does it point to 
diversity in "minor" points surrounding a commonly held doctrine? 
McAdoo's claims also suggest that the discovery of these church- 
men's understanding of Christ's presence in the eucharist may contain 
more difficulties than if they had been committed to a highly 
structured and tightly organized theological system. Charles Gore 
well expressed this problem when he wrote: 
It must be obvious to any one reading our divines 
of the sixteenth or seventeenth centuries that it 
is often extremely difficult to ascertain their 
positive teaching - except, perhaps, in the-case 
of Hooker; or to reconcile what they assert 
positively at one time with what they say by way 
of rejection of Roman doctrine at another; 11or 
again, to reconcile them among themselves. 
With these difficulties in mind, the investigation of their teaching 
must attempt to avoid two pitfalls: 1. categorizing these churchmen as 
"Catholic" or "Protestant" in the antithetical way in which these terms 
have come to be used in certain theological circles, particularly since 
the nineteenth century, and 2. assuming, or attempting to find, smooth 
and consistently developed eucharistic theology within the writings of 
4 
any one divine, or among the various theologians as a group. 
In order to avoid as much as possible the application of either 
anachronistic or irrelevant labels, various terms will not be used. 
Designations such as "Anglo-Catholic", "Laudian", "Arminian", "Anti- 
Puritan" often suggest too much or have little to do with distinguishing 
the men under consideration from other contemporary churchmen in terms 
of sacramental doctrine. 
12 
Even the name, "High churchmen", which in 
itself would be anachronistic, 
13 
cannot but conjure up associations with 
the nineteenth-century Tractarian movement. Moreover, any definition 
one might wish to attach to this label would be highly arbitrary14 and 
very debatable with respect to whom should be included under its 
heading. 15 Because of this difficulty in terminology, the more 
neutral designations, "Caroline divines" and "seventeenth-century 
churchmen" will be used, although, as has already been indicated, not all 
the theologians of the era were "Caroline" or entirely "seventeenth- 
century". 
The methodology of this study will include the examination of 
eight Anglican divines whose writings span the period 1604 to 1672. 
Of these eight men, one was a Dutchman who emigrated to England, 
Andrianus Saravia (1532-1613), who set out his sacramental teaching in 
De Sacra Eucharistia. 16 Another was a Scot, William Forbes (1585- 
1634), first Bishop of Edinburgh, whose eucharistic doctrine is found 
in Considerationes Modestae et Pacificae Controversiarum de Justifica- 
tione, Purgatorio, Invocatione Sanctorum, Christo Mediatore et 
Eucharistia. 
17 
One of the six Englishmen included, Lancelot Andrewes 
(15551626), developed his doctrine of Christ's sacramental presence 
both in his sermons and in his polemical writings against Cardinals 
Bellarmine and du Perron. 
18 
Similarly, William Laud (1573-1645), did 
5 
not produce an individual work on the sacrament; his eucharistic 
theology must be gathered from various writings, especially, A Relation 
of the Conference between William Laud and Mr. Fisher and The Histo 
of the Troubles and Tryal. 
19 
Richard Montague's (1577-1641) 
understanding is found primarily in two polemical treatises, Appello 
Caesarem, which was directed against his Puritan enemies, and A Gaag 
for the New Gospell? NO: A New Gagg for an Old Goose, aimed at a 
Roman Catholic opponent. 
20 
The eucharistic teaching of John Cosin 
(1594-1672) is scattered throughout his works, but is located 
especially in his notes on the Prayer Book, his 1647 tract on the real 
presence and his Historia Transubstantiationis Papalis. 
21 
The main 
sources of Jeremy Taylor's (1613-1667) ideas are A Dissuasive from 
Popery, The Real Presence and Spiritual of Christ in the Blessed 
Sacrament and The Worthy Communicant, while other writings also contain 
pertinent material on eucharistic presence. 
22 
The last theologian to 
be considered, Herbert Thorndike (1598-1672), expressed his views 
primarily in An Epilogue to the Tragedy of the Church of England, Of 
Religious Assemblies and Just Weights and Measures. 
23 
This study is concerned to demonstrate that, given the various 
sources to which these divines appealed - Scriptures, Fathers, Councils, 
Schoolmen - they developed their eucharistic teaching against the back- 
ground of their sixteenth-century theological inheritance which laid 
the foundations for many of their problems and concerns. This is 
certainly not to deny that they appealed to the Fathers; nor is it to 
imply that they were insufficiently "Patristic" in their thinking; nor 
is it to disparage their use and interpretation of either antiquity or 
the middle ages. Rather, it is to investigate their understanding(s) 
of sacramental presence with reference to the explosion and fragmenta- 
tion of eucharistic doctrine which occurred in the sixteenth-century 
6 
reformations and which reverberated into their own century. 
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Cambridge in 1640, and was nearly elected master of Sidney Sussex 
College, Cambridge (1643), but was stopped through the intervention of 
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CHAPTER ONE: THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY BACKGROUND 
Because theological thinking and formulation do not occur in 
a vacuum but arise out of an historical setting, an important element in 
the understanding of seventeenth-century Anglican eucharistic doctrine 
is the development of sacramental teaching during the previous century. 
Caroline churchmen were heirs to a theological heritage having evolved 
through the decades of the sixteenth century and having produced 
a certain orientation in eucharistic doctrine. 
On the continent, the question of Christ's presence in the 
sacrament had become a focal point of disunity, not only between 
Reformers and Romanists, but among Protestants themselves. This 
eucharistic controversy, symbolized by the famous 1529 Marburg Colloquy, 
openly revealed the gulf between Lutheran and Swiss understandings of 
Christ's eucharistic presence, a gulf which was not bridged despite 
various attempts during that century to do so. Nor was this 
controversy only a continental phenomenon. From the publication of 
Henry VIII's Assertio Septem Sacramentum in 1521 to the publication of 
the fifth book of Hooker's Treatise of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Piety 
in 1597, the English Church was also plagued with a continuing 
controversy concerning the eucharistic presence. 
l 
At this stage, it is the eucharistic issue as dealt with by 
theologians within the Church of England of the sixteenth century which 
is our primary concern, since these men were the ecclesiastical fore- 
fathers of the Caroline churchmen. Nonetheless, the eucharistic 
teaching of continental theologians, such as Luther, Calvin, Zwingli 
and Bucer, must also be considered, particularly as their ideas relate 
to the English situation. Our intention is not to provide an exhaus- 
tive treatment of the period, but rather to survey the development of 
10 
11 
English sacramental thinking during the sixteenth century, and thus to 
provide an historical background which will enable an adequate 
assessment of Caroline eucharistic teaching to be made. 
(i) The Henrician Era 
Quas coZubris istius astucias quo faciZius, lector, 
possis deprehendere, observa di iigenter singula 
vestigia ejus (Luther), et suspende gressus tuos, 
neue nimium securus inter repres ac tribuZos, 
Zatebras et speluncas ejus obambuZa, ne, ex occulto 
insidiatus caZceneo tuo existiale virus instiZZet. 
Deprehensus enim2torpebit ignavus, et suo ipse 
veneno tabescet. 
With these words, Henry VIII expressed the initial negative reac- 
tion of English officialdom to the evangelical movement on the 
continent. His Assertio Septem Sacramentorum of 1521 was intended to 
show the world that England was, and would remain within the fold of 
Catholic orthodoxy and would not tolerate dangerous novelties, 
particularly concerning the sacraments of the Church. Henry's work3 
was the second anti-Protestant ZUbellus to be printed in England, 
published about two months after the printing of Bishop John Fisher's 
sermon against Luther. 
4 
In this treatise, Henry set out to defend 
the doctrine of transubstantiation, along with other traditional 
beliefs. He rejected as something contrary to the faith of the entire 
Christian world Luther's contention that the substance of bread and 
wine remain after the consecration, and he accused the reformer of 
paving the way for the future denial of the presence of Christ's body 
and blood whenever the inclination to change his opinion should come. 
5 
The significance of Henry VIII's treatise for this study lies in 
the attitude which it expressed. As long as the Crown defended the 
old faith, especially on the sacramental question, the English church 
was not able to enter into a complete, theologically consistent 
12 
reformation, even after the break with Roman jurisdiction. Tendencies 
toward various continental theologies were certainly to increase during 
Henry's lifetime, and the King himself would find that some sort of 
relationship with the German Lutheran princes might prove politically 
beneficial, 
6 
but his conservative theological nature provided a 
restraining influence with regard to official changes in doctrine.? 
Despite this opposition, evangelical ideas from the continent 
entered English circles quite early. Lutheran books began coming into 
the country between 1518 and 1520,8 and by 1529 they were arriving in 
considerable quantities despite all attempts to suppress their 
importation. 
9 
Luther's Latin writings were known to English scholars 
during this period. 
10 
His De Captivitate Babylonica, for example, had 
reached English shores early in 1521,11 and by 1525 there probably 
circulated manuscript copies of Johann Bugenhagen's famous appeal to 
English Christians, urging them to join the evangelical movement. 
This Lutheran appeal coincided with the heightening of Protestant 
activities, such as the preaching of a paraphrase of Luther's postil 
for the day on the fourth Sunday of Advent, 1525, by Robert Barnes. 
12 
During the 1520s the White Horse Tavern in Cambridge, nicknamed "Little 
Germany", had become a centre of early English Protestant activity. 
13 
If Lutheran ideas had been the extent of continental influence, 
one might be tempted to conclude that the reforming party in England 
naturally followed Luther's lead in sacramental teaching during this era. 
There was, however, influence from places other than Wittenberg. Basil 
Hall has argued for what he sees as the "corrosive influence of South 
German and Swiss theology" already at work on Lutheranism in England 
during the 1520s and 30s. 
14 
It is significant, he claimed, that 
England's "first Lutheran", William Tyndale, failed to adopt Luther's 
13 
eucharistic doctrine. While most English Protestants accepted Luther's 
teaching on justification, his understanding of the Lord's Supper "made 
almost all of them uneasy and even hostile". 
15 
That the voices of men 
such as Uldrich Zwingli and Johann Oecolampadius were also being heard 
in England has been forcibly put forward by G. W. Locher. He points 
out that in lists of prohibited literature issued in 1526 and 1531 the 
importing and reading of numerous books by Zwingli and Oecolampadius, 
whose titles had been carefully compiled, were forbidden. Moreover, 
treatises directed against these two men were published by Bishop John 
Fisher of London and Richard Smith, an oxford professor, in the 1520s 
and 40x. 
16 
As Locher has quite legitimately claimed, "when books are 
banned or a heresy is refuted, it is evidence that these are being 
disseminated". 
17 
Significantly, in 1543 an English translation of 
Zwingli's 1530 confession at the Diet of Augsburg, Fideo Ratio, was 
published in Zurich, with further impressions being made in 1543 and 
1548, possibly in England. 
18 
What is important for our purposes about the variety of 
theological literature coming into the country is that it brought with 
it the divisions in eucharistic teaching found on the continent. 
19 
That English Protestants were willing to draw support from opposing 
sides in the controversy was grist to the mill for defenders of the old 
faith. Bishop Stephen Gardiner of Winchester, for example, exploited 
this disunity when in 1547, shortly after Henry VIII's death, he 
ridiculed the Protestant John Bale for two books he had written. One 
of these "praiseth Luther, and setteth his death forth in English, with 
commendation as of a saint; which Luther (whatsoever he was otherwise) 
stoutly approved the presence really of Christ's natural body in the 
Sacrament of the Altar". while the other book "would have Anne Askew, 
blasphemously denying the presence of Christ's natural body, to be 
14 
taken for a saint also". 
20 
Before we look to see how these differences in eucharistic doctrine 
found expression in the formulations of individual English divines and 
in official statements by Church leaders, we must first briefly look at 
the continent to see what were the issues dividing the Lutherans from 
the Swiss. In 1524 Luther and Zwingli were requested by the city 
council of Strasbourg to give their opinions on the eucharistic doctrine 
of Andreas Carlstadt, and thus began their great controversy. From 
that time until the Marburg Colloquy in 1529, which was unsuccessful in 
bridging the gulf between the two sides, the sacrament became the subject 
of numerous treatises by the opposing parties. 
21 
The differences can be 
summarized as follows: 
1) Luther understood the words, 'This is my body' to mean, as Rupp 
puts it, "simply what they said, and insisted that no trope should be 
read into Scripture where the context did not demand it". 
22 
Zwingli, 
on the other hand, took the 'is' of the institution narrative to be 
a trope and to be understood as 'signifies' (significat); it was not to 
be taken literally. In his 1526 treatise, Eine Klare Unterrichtung vom 
Nachtmahl Christ, he argued that the words of Christ must be understood 
figuratively or metaphorically. 'This is my body' means 'the bread 
signifies my body' or 'is a figure of my body'. 
23 
2) Luther considered the institution narrative to determine its 
own meaning, while Zwingli and Oecolampadius at Marburg appealed to 
John 6 as establishing the necessary context for properly interpreting 
the words of Jesus at the institution. 
24 
3) For Luther there was a difference between the "spiritual" 
eating of Christ's body by faith, which occurs both during and apart 
from the eucharist, and the "sacramental" or "corporeal" eating of 
15 
Christ's body, which occurs orally with the mouth of the body at the 
sacrament. The Swiss argument was that there is no other eating of 
Christ's body, except spiritually by faith. In his 1526 treatise, 
Zwingli repeatedly identified eating Christ's flesh with believing in 
Him as the one who has given his body and blood for men's redemption. 
25 
It is this teaching which Dom Gregory Dix regarded as the touchstone of 
Zwinglianism. 
26 
4) According to Zwingli and Oecolampadius, there is no value in 
eating Christ's flesh bodily (even if this could be done), if it is 
eaten spiritually. To eat the flesh bodily would not profit anything, 
argued Oecolampadius; the soul 'eats' spirit, and not flesh, asserted 
Zwingli. 
27 
Luther responded to this argument by claiming that it is 
not man's business to judge whether it is useful or not, but only to 
accept what God offers. He also connected bodily eating with the 
promise of forgiveness of sins attached to it by Christ. 
28 
5) Luther maintained that it is possible for the body of'Christ 
itself, which has ascended into heaven and is at the Father's right 
hand, to be present also on earth in the sacrament. 
29 
Zwingli and 
Oecolampadius, understanding Christ's body to be a self-contained 
empirical object and as such limited to a specific place in heaven, 
rejected this eucharistic miracle of a simultaneous presence of His 
flesh. 
30 
6) The eucharistic presence on the earthly altar was for Luther 
a "substantial" one. The sacrament enables the communicant to receive 
the "substance" of Christ's body, the very flesh of Christ born of the 
Virgin. 
31 
For Zwingli, on the other hand, there is no participation 
in the "substance" or "essence" of Christ's body; otherwise, one would 
eat Christ with all His flesh, bones, veins, nerves, marrow, etc., an 
unthinkable idea; nor is Christ's body corporeally present in the 
16 
bread. 
32 
7) According to Luther, the eucharist involves an objective 
consecration of the earthly elements through the recitation of the words 
of Christ which makes them to be the body and blood. For Zwingli, such 
a view was a return to the papacy. According to him, the words of 
Christ need to be comprehended by faith. The eating of Christ's body 
takes place not where words are spoken, but where they are believed, he 
asserted at Marburg. 
33 
Consequently, there are no words which create 
or effect a presence either in the supper or in the elements. 
34 
Whatever presence of Christ there is in the eucharist is there through 
the faith of the believing soul. 
35 
8) Luther, as a consequence of his understanding of eucharistic 
presence, permitted the adoration of Christ under the sacramental bread 
and wine, while Zwingli repudiated it, directing adoration to Christ 
sitting at the right hand of the Father in heaven. 
36 
Having briefly examined the main points of the Lutheran-Swiss 
controversy, we must now look at the orbit of ideas in which various 
Henrician divines and theological formulations moved. One of the 
leading figures in the emerging reformed movement in England was 
William Tyndale (? -1536), who has been called the chief spokesman of 
original English Protestantism. 
37 
As with other Englishmen of his era, 
Tyndale was influenced by Luther's theology, 
38 
but his eucharistic 
theology developed in another direction. In his treatise, 
,A 
fruitfull 
and godly treatise expressing the right institution and usage of the 
Sacramentes of Baptisme, and the Sacrament of the body and bloud of our 
Saviour Jesu Christ (1533), he argued that because the eucharist is 
similar to Old Testament signs, such as circumcision, the sabbath and 
the passover lamb, one is not compelled to believe in a bodily- 
17 
presence of Christ, despite the est of the institution narrative. it 
was the custom of the ancient Jews, he argued, to name memorials and 
signs with the name of the thing signified so that the name might 
better keep the thing in mind. Similarly, in the eucharist Christ 
called the wine "which onely signifieth the bloud with the name of the 
bloud. And then it followeth that the bread is called his body after 
the same manner because it is the signe of his body". 
39 
One is bound 
to believe, he asserted, neither the Lutheran teaching that the "bread 
is the very body of Christe", nor Roman transubstantiation. 
40 
Rather, 
in the eucharist the "rehearsing of the covenant and breakyng of the 
bread, and powryng out of wine, much more lyvely expresse the whole 
storie (of salvation) and kept it better in memorie", with power "to 
heale'the conscience". 
41 
onscience" . 
41 
The communicant, "through faith eateth 
(Christ's) body and drinketh his bloud", Tyndale taught. 
42 
The body 
of Christ, however, could no more be in the sacrament than God was in 
the golden calf which Jeroboham set up. 
43 
Moreover, a belief in such 
a presence leads to idolatry and the false worship of God, he argued; 
prayer ought not to be directed to "any God in earth", but only up 
where "our Kyngdome is", where Christ sits at the Father's right hand. 
44 
G. W. Locher has claimed 
that/between 
1528 and 1530 Tyndale 
accepted Zwingli's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, perhaps due to the 
Marburg Colloquy. It is not without cause that Locher stated that for 
Tyndale the eucharist was a commemorative feast, 
45 
as his own words 
testify: 
Here ye see by these wordes (of institution) that it 
was ordeined to kepe the death of Christ in minde, and 
to testifie that his body was given and his bloud shed 
for us ..... Lo. here ye see agayne that it was 
instituted to kepe the death of Christ in minde, and 
to testifie wherfore he dyag, even to save us from 
sinne, death and hell..... 
Whether or not Tyndale's teaching was completely identical with that of 
18 
Zwingli, one can certainly see that it was working with many of the 
same basic ideas. 
47 
Tyndale was not the only Englishman to hold eucharistic views 
resembling the Swiss reforming party. The well-known 1533 treatise, 
The Souper of the Lorde", presumably written by George Joye, 
48 is 
another example of this tendency in early English Protestant 
sacramental thinking. Joye did not consider the eucharist to be 
a means of grace in that it communicates something to its recipients; 
rather, he understood it as a sign of grace by which the Christian 
assembly is put in mind of "grace, faith and love". 
49 
The bread and 
wine are signs of Christ's body and blood; the bread broken and 
distributed and the wine poured out put the receiver in remembrance of 
His sacrifice on the cross. In the words of institution, the est is 
to "be taken for significat, as much to say, as this signifieth my 
body". The bread and wine as "figures" and "signs" bear the name of 
the "thyng signified". 
50 
The implication of this for Joye was the same as it was for 
Zwingli. Although the bread is called the body of Christ, it is not 
the body of Christ itself, "so long and broke as it hanged on the 
crosse", since this body had ascended into heaven. The supper, 
according to Joye, puts into the hearts of believers "by the spirite of 
faith" a joyful remembrance and commemoration which enables them to 
give thanks for the benefits of redemption and to see "with the eye of 
fayth presently his body broken and his bloud shed for our sinnes". 
51 
To eat the body and to drink the blood of Christ is nothing other than 
to believe that His body was crucified for man's sins and His blood 
shed for man's salvation. Consequently, Joye was able to conclude, as 
did Zwingli, that the Old Testament fathers ate the same spiritual meat 
and drank the same spiritual drink through faith as does the New 
19 
Testament Church. 
52 The key for properly understanding the words of 
institution was to be located in the sixth chapter of St. John's Gospel. 
Moreover, Christ did not 'consecrate' bread at the Last Supper; he 
simply distributed it to the disciples after the thanksgiving, with the 
command to eat it. Hence, he gave no words of consecration or power 
either to make His body from bread or to bring it into the bread. 
53 
Christ's body has ascended into heaven and will remain there until the 
Second Coming. 
54 
The similarity between these ideas of Joye and the 
sacramental perspective of the Swiss is obvious. W. A. Clebsch has 
pointed out that a large number of paragraphs is nothing more than 
a summary of Zwingli's paraphrase of John 6 as it appeared in his 1526 
treatise, and that Joye summarized the salient points of Zwingli's 
understanding of the institution, use and significance of the eucharist, 
with the literary dependence being only thinly veiled. 
55 
John Frith (1503-1533), another early English Protestant, set out 
his views in a clear and well-developed manner in his 1533 response to 
Thomas More, entitled A Book made by John Frith, Prisoner in the Tower 
of London. The main points which he made in this work are as follows: 
1) Belief in the presence of Christ's natural body in the sacrament is 
no article of faith, it can save nobody,. and Christians should not be 
bound to accept it under pain of anathema; neither party in the 
eucharist dispute should despise the other. 
56 
2) The bread is 
a "figure" or "remembrance" of Christ's body; it is not the corporeal 
body itself. 
57 
3) The wicked and the unfaithful only eat bread when 
they receive the sacrament, not Christ's body. 
58 
4) There is no oral 
reception-of Christ's body even by the faithful. 
59 
5) There would be 
no value in eating Christ's natural flesh, even if that were possible. 
60 
6) The Old Testament faithful ate Christ spiritually, no less than does 
the New Testament Church. 
61 
7) There is no creative consecration of 
20 
bread and wine to make them the body and blood through any words, - 
because "it is ever consecrated in hys hart that believeth, though the 
Priest consecrate it not". 
62 
8) Eucharistic adoration is idolatry, 
since through the "beliefe that hys body is there, men fall downe and 
worship' bread. 
63 
9) Lastly, the body of Christ is received and eaten 
through faith along with the bread. 
64 
Because of this final element 
in his thinking, some scholars have claimed that Frith understood the 
sacrament as having not only a significative value, but that the sign 
conveys the thing signified. 
65 
Both Clebsch and Davies have argued 
for an indebtedness to Oecolampadius on the part of Frith. 
66 
Although theologians such as Tyndale, Joye and Frith are 
indicative of a tendency in early English Protestant eucharistic 
theology which had far more in common with Zurich and Basle than it did 
with Wittenberg, when reform did arrive on official levels of the 
Henrician Church it was orientated in the Lutheran direction rather 
than in the Swiss. This must be said with a certain reserve, since 
Henry VIII's interest in his contacts with German Lutheran princes 
between 1532 and 1536 was something other than a profound interest in 
their theology. 
67 
Nevertheless, during those Anglo-German contacts 
and negotiations, Thomas Cromwell, the King's Minister, saw to it that 
English translations of the Augustana and its Apologia were published. 
68 
More importantly, Lutheran theologians came to England and English 
divines went to Germany for discussions, with the result that in 1536 
a series of articles, known as the "Wittenberg Articles", were agreed 
upon by the two sides, including Luther. Rupp has argued that it was 
through the medium of these articles that the Augüstana entered into 
the English confessional controversy. 
69 
The pertinent texts of the 
two documents are as follows:. 
0 
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1530 Augustara 1536 "Wittenberg Articles" 
Yon dem Abendmahl des herren wird 
also gelehrt, dass Wahrer Leib 
und Blut Christi wahrhaftiglich 
unter der Gestalt des Brots und 
Weins im Abendmahl gegenwärtig 
sein und da ausgeteilt und 
genommen werde. Derhalben w5 d 
auch die gegenlehr verworsen. 
Quod ad decimum articuZum confession- 
is nostrae attinet, constanter 
oredimus et docemus quod in sacra- 
mento corporis et sanguinis domini 
vere substantiaZiter et realiter 
adsint corpus et sanguis Christi sub 
speciebus panis et vini, et quod sub 
eisdem speciebus vere et corporaZiter 
exhibeantur et distribuantur omniý s 
iZZis, qui sacrarnentum accipiunt. 
As can be seen, although the 1536 article is more developed, its 
fundamental assertion is the same as that of the Augustana - the "true" 
body of Christ is "truly" present "under the form of bread". The use 
of terms such as "corporaZiter" and "substantialiter" in the Wittenberg 
statement, and its claim that Christ's body is given to all who receive 
the sacrament were, as we have already seen, part of Luther's teaching. 
Moreover, neither of the above articles attempts to explain this 
presence through a change of the bread's substance. 
It was through the "Wittenberg Articles", in Rupp's view, that 
Lutheran eucharistic teaching then influenced the English "Ten Articles" 
of 1536, the "Bishops' Book" of 1537 and the "Thirteen Articles" of 
1538,72 which expressed the doctrine of Christ's presence in the 
following ways: 
The "Ten Articles" The "Bishops' Book" The "Thirteen Articles" 
of 1536 of 1537 of 1538 
"Fourthly, as touching "As touching the 
the sacrament of the sacrament of the altar, 
altar, we will that all we think it convenient 
bishops and preachers that all bishops and 
shall instruct and preachers shall 
teach our people instruct and teach the 
committed by us unto people committed unto 
their spiritual charge, their spiritual 
that they ought and charge,.... 
must constantly 
believe, that under the 
form and figure of 
bread and wine, which 
we there presently do 
"De Eucharistia constan- 
ter credimus et docemus, 
quod in sacramento 
Domini, vere, substan- 
tialiter, et realiter 
adsint corpus et sanguis 
Christi sub speciebus 
panis et vini. Et quod 
sub eisdem speciebus 
vere et realiter exhib- 
entur et distribuentur 
iZlis qui sacramentum 
accipiunt sit3g bonis 
sine maZis ". 
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see and perceive by out- 
ward senses, is verily, 
substantially, and really 
contained and comprehen- 
ded the very selfsame 
body and blood of our 
Saviour Jesus Christ, 
which was born of the 
Virgin Mary, and suffer- 
ed upon the cross for for our redemption. And 
our redemption; and that under.... 
that under the same form 
and figure of bread and 
wine the very selfsame 
body and blood of Christ 
is corporally, really, corporally, really, and in 
and in the very the very same substance.... 
substance exhibited, 
distributed, and 
received unto all and of 
all them which receive 
the said sacrament. And 
that therefore the said 
sacrament is to be used 
with all due reverence 
and honour; and that 
every man ought first to 
prove and examine himself , 
and religiously to try an d 
search his own conscience , 
before he shall receive 
the same, according to according to the saying of 
the saying of St. Paul, St. Paul, whosoever eateth 
Quisquis ederit panem this body of Christ un- 
hunc auf biberit de worthily, or drinketh of 
poculo Domini indigne, this blood of Christ un- 
reus exit corporis et worthily, shall be guilty 
sanguinis Domini; pro- of the very body and blood 
bet igitur seipsum homo, of Christ: wherefore let 
et sic de pane ilio edat every man first prove 
et de poculo i1to bibat: himself, and so let him eat 
nam qui edit auf bibit of this bread, and drink of 
indigne judicium sibi this cup. For whosoever 
ipsi manducat et bibit, eateth it or drinketh it 
non dijudicans corpus unworthily, be eateth and 
Domini; that is to say, drinketh it to his own 
Whosoever eateth this damnation: because he 
body of Christ unworth- putteth no difference 
ily, shall be guilty of between the very body of 
the very body and blood Christhand other kinds of 
of Christ: wherefore meat". (Except in the 
let every man first above ways, it is the same 
prove himself, and so as the "Ten Articles". ) 
let him eat of this 
bread, and drink of this 
cup. For whoever 
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eateth it or drinketh it 
unworthily, he eateth and 
drinketh it to his own 
damnation: because he 
putteth no difference 
between the very body of 
Christ an93other kinds 
of meat". 
The significance of these statements is to be found both in what 
they contained and in wliat they did not contain. On the one* hand, they 
asserted 1) that in the eucharist the body of Christ is "truly", 
"really" and "substantially" present (the 1536 and 1537 articles add 
"corporeally"), 2) that the body is present "under the form of bread", 
and 3) that it is "exhibited"76 and received by all who receive the 
sacrament. On the other hand, and very importantly, these documents 
refrained from using language of "change" in describing the eucharistic 
presence, and certainly made no assertion of transubstantiation. In 
both these aspects, they closely resembled the conciliatory language of 
the Augustana and the "Wittenberg Articles". Whether or not there 
were reservations in the minds either of those who participated in the 
creation of these statements or of those who authorized them, the 
articles themselves show a marked similarity to early Lutheran 
sacramental teaching. 
This tendency toward the Lutheran sacramental position, however, 
was short lived, since in 1539 Henry VIII imposed the "Six Articles" 
which reasserted the doctrine of transubstantiation, 
77 
a position which 
was to be repeated in the 1543 "A Necessary Doctrine and Erudition for 
any Christian Man", 'otherwise known as the "King's Book". 
78 
At the 
end of the Henrician era, therefore, the old orthodoxy was reaffirmed 
on the official level. 
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(ii) The Edwardian Period 
With the death of Henry VIII, the English Church entered a new 
phase, both in terms of her relationship with continental Protestantism 
and of her own theological development. C. Cross has described the - 
period between 1547 and 1553 as the almost unhindered advance of 
Protestantism in England, a time of great idealism when the reformed 
English Church came closest to being brought into full harmony with 
reformed continental Protestantism. 
79 
Continental influence in the 
Kingdom had indeed greatly increased. Owen Chadwick has remarked that 
if the number of imported or English printed books by the chief divines 
of Zurich, Zwingli, Bullinger and Gualter, was only a trickle in the 
1530s, it became a "wave during the reign of Edward VI". 
60 
More 
radical theologians and churchmen, such as John Hooper and Myles 
Coverdale, who had found the continent to have a more favourable 
atmosphere than Henrician England, returned from their places of 
refuge. Throughout Edward's reign there was friendly correspondence 
between Englishmen and continental Protestants, especially with the 
Swiss. Henry Bullinger, Zwingli's successor at Zurich, was one such 
man; he maintained such extensive literary contact that he has been 
called "a chief adviser of the English Reformers". 
81 
The English 
press was, as C. D. Cremeans puts it, "free to all enemies of the old 
beliefs, though closed tightly against the supporters of Roman 
Catholicism". 
82 
Thomas Cranmer (1489-1556), Archbishop of Canterbury, 
issued invitations to various continental Protestants to come to 
England in order to assist in his scheme for Protestant unity. Among 
those invited were Bullinger, John Calvin and Philip Melancthon. 
83 
While not all of those invited ever came, such as Calvin and Melancthon, 
a number of notable European divines did appear in England, either by 
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invitation or with official government approval. Prominent among these 
were Martin Bucer of Strasbourg, who became Regius Professor of Divinity 
at Cambridge, Peter Martyr Vermigli of Florence, who held the same post 
at Oxford, John a Lasco, an immigrant Polish nobleman, Paul Fagius from 
Switzerland and Bernardino Ochino of Siena. 
84 
While the personal 
prestige of Calvin in England did not reach its height during the reign 
of Edward, 
85 
his thinking was not entirely unknown. In 1549, for 
example, an English translation by Myles Coverdale of his 1541 Petit 
Traicte de la Sainte Cene appeared. 
86 
Taking these factors into 
consideration, it seems highly unlikely that English sacramental 
theology managed to develop in lofty isolation from continental 
influence. 87 
If Edward's reign was marked by changes in theological thinking, 
as has been suggested, we must look to see how these changes found 
expression in the eucharistic doctrine of various prominent divines and 
of official formularies of the Church. Before we do this, however, we 
must once again first consider various developments on the continent 
with regard to the eucharistic controversy. 
If Luther and Zwingli were unable to reach agreement on the 
question of Christ's presence in the eucharist, there were others, 
however, who still struggled for Protestant unity. One such theologian, 
Martin Bucer (1491-1551), not only succeeded in uniting the South German 
cities of Constance, Lindau and Memmingen with Strasbourg through the 
1530 Confessio TetrapoZitana, but also was instrumental in achieving the 
Wittenberg Concord of 1536, which one scholar has labelled as "a 
considerable coup-for the Reformed cause". 
88 
This carefully worded 
statement, however, failed to achieve its purpose; Lutheran and Swiss 
remained estranged on the eucharistic issue. 
89 
Bucer's understanding 
26 
was a "mediating" theology of sacramental presence, which contained 
elements in common with both sides of the dispute. Like both of them, 
he denied transubstantiation. Like the Swiss, he repudiated 1) a 
'local' presence of Christ's body in the bread, 2) mcmducatio oralis 
with its consequence of manducatio impiorum, 
90 
and 3) a literal 
understanding of the 'est' of the institution narrative. Like the 
Lutherans, he denied that the sacrament consists only of bread and wine, 
and affirmed that Christ is 'realiter' and 'substantiaZiter' present in 
the Supper and feeds His people with His body and blood. Bucer 
combined these two sides of his teaching by arguing that in the 
eucharistic action, or the use of Christ's words and bread and wine, 
the body and blood are "exhibited" and given by the eucharistic symbols 
to faith. The exhibition of Christ in the sacrament he described as 
"heavenly" and "spiritual". 
91 
The importance of Bucer's thought lies in the modifications and 
subtleties which he introduced into the discussion of eucharistic 
presence. 
92 
Although it seems that essentially his teaching had more 
in common with the Swiss than with the Lutherans, it moved in a Luther- 
an direction and frequently employed Lutheran realistic language. 
93 
What Bucer succeeded in doing was to introduce into the eucharistic 
controversy a mediating sacramental theology, which, whether adequate or 
not, came to have a powerful influence over subsequent developments in 
Protestant sacramental doctrine. 
Eucharistic doctrine as formulated by John Calvin, perhaps the 
most systematic of the reformers, "carried further the attempt of 
Bucer to find a middle position between Luther and the Zwinglians". 
94 
Calvin was at Strasbourg with Bucer for several years, although his 
views had been largely formed before he left France, and he was 
regarded as an adherent of Melancthon's 1540 Variata edition of the 
27 
Augustana. 
95 
H. Smith has argued that the general position of Bucer 
and Calvin is practically the same, both laying stress on the "true and 
spiritual reception of Christ's true body and blood". 
96 
Calvin's teaching, as expressed between 1536 and 1541, can be 
summarized as follows: 1) The words of institution are neither literal 
nor merely figurative, but teach that the souls of the faithful are fed 
with Christ's body and blood. 
97 
2) Christ is locally present at the 
Father's right hand and is not present in or under the bread or locally 
joined to it. 
98 
3) The visible signs not only represent, but present 
as by instrumens, or "exhibit", the body and blood in such a way that 
as the bread is distributed the body is communicated. 
99 
4) The 
faithful recipient of the sacramental bread and wine has fellowship not 
only with Christ's Spirit, but also with His humanity and the very 
"substance" of His body. 
100 
5) To adore Christ in the bread is 
idolatry. 
101 
6) To reserve the sacrament is wrong, since the promise 
attached to the bread and wine does not go beyond the eucharistic 
action. 
102 
7) The words of institution are not directed to the 
elements, but to those who are to receive them; the "word" of the 
sacrament is not simply the word uttered, but the word understood. 
Hence, the consecration of the Roman Church is mere sorcery: 
103 
8) The Spirit is the agent by which participation in Christ takes 
place in the sacrament. 
104 
Here, then, we have what one scholar has 
labelled an example of "the mature 'True' Presence viewpoint", which 
shared with Bucer's'teaching important similarities. 
105 
It is important at this point that we take note of the accord 
reached in 1549 between Calvin and Zwingli's successor at Zurich, John 
Bullinger. This agreement, known as the Consensus Tigurinus, brought 
together the eucharistic teachings of what one might call the right 
and left wings-of non-Lutheran Protestantism. It was affirmed that, 
28 
while a distinction should be made between the signs and the things 
signified, yet the "truth" (veritatis) should not be understood as 
disjoined from the signs. One should acknowledge that all who in faith 
embrace the promises offered there, also spiritually receive Christ with 
His spiritual gifts. The Consensus further taught that 1) attention 
should not be given to the bare signs (signa nuda), but to the promises 
attached to them, 2) Christ, while offered to all, can only be received 
by faith, 3) this occurs through the power of the Spirit, 4) the faith- 
ful communicate in Christ, not only in the eucharist, but before and 
outside of its use, 5) there is no local presence in the bread, 
6) Christ's body is in heaven as in a place (in coelo ut in loco est), 
and 7) Christ is not to be adored in pane, v eZ in sacramento, since the 
sign is not the body itself, nor is the body included or attached to it 
such as would permit it to be adored as there present. 
106 
"Zwinglianism" as meaning "bare memorialism", if indeed it had 
ever been that, 
107 
was brought to an end by this concord, which has 
been called the "virtual canonization of 'True' Presence doctrine". 
108 
What is significant for our purposes is that by 1549 most of non- 
Lutheran Protestantism had reached sufficient agreement on the 
presence" 
eucharistic issue that one is justified in speaking of "Reformed trueA 
sacramental doctrine. Whatever differences remained among its various 
theologians in their speculations, these can be considered as 
differences in emphasis rather than differences in kind. 
109 
Now we must return to the English theological scene to see what 
changes were taking place in the thinking of theologians and in the 
official formulations of doctrine. The first divine to be considered 
is Nicholas Ridley (1500-1555), Bishop of London, who, during the early 
Marian years, was active in articulating his eucharistic teaching. 
110 
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In his 1554 A Brief Declaration of The Lord's Supper, he argued that all 
the questions in the sacramental controversy depend on one central 
issue - whether the "matter" of the sacrament is the "natural substance 
of bread or the natural substance of Christ's own body". 
111 
Ridley's 
answer to this question was to affirm the former and to deny the latter. 
Accordingly, he drew the following conclusions during 1554 and 1555: 
1) The 'natural substance' of Christ's human nature is in heaven 
until the last day (A Brief Declaration). 
112 
Hence, the "real and 
corporal substance which He took of the Virgin" is not present in the 
supper on earth (1555 Oxford Disputations). 
113 
2) Nonetheless, the "Heavenly Lamb is ..... on the Table, 
but by 
a spiritual presence by grace", and the blood of Christ is in the 
chalice, "but not in the real presence, but by grace, and in a 
Sacrament" (Oxford Disputations). 
114 
Similarly, Ridley professed 
before the Queen's Commissioners in 1555 that the "very true and 
natural body and blood of Christ", born of Mary and ascended into 
heaven, are present "by spirit and grace", or "by grace and efficacy" 
in the eucharist. 
115 
3) The bread and wine are "tokens and signs" of the body and 
blood, and they can be said to be "changed" in their "use, office and 
dignity" (A Brief Declaration). 
116 
Through a "sacramental mutation", 
the cause of which is the "oninipotency of Christ's word", common bread 
is "made a lively presentation of Christ's body, and not only a figure 
but effectually representeth His body" (1555 Examination). 
117 
This 
did not mean for Ridley, however, that there was any presence in or 
under the elements themselves, no enclosing of a "natural, a lively, 
and a moving body, under the shape or form of bread and wine". 
118 
Rather, as he said at Oxford, "grace" is given by the sacrament as by 
an "instrument", since the sacrament has a promise of grace made to 
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those who receive it worthily. christ, however, has not "transferred 
grace into the bread and wine". 
119 
4) The body of Christ feeds the "internal soul", even as the 
communicant's body is nourished by the visible bread (Examination). 
120 
5) The "wicked and the faithless" do not receive Christ's body; 
"evil men do eat the body sacramentally, but good men eat the sacrament 
and the matter of the sacrament" (Oxford Disputations). 
121 
6) This body of Christ which is given "in a mystery to the 
faithful in the supper after a spiritual communication, and by grace" is 
also received outside of the sacrament by hearing the Gospel and by 
faith (Oxford Disputations). 122 
7) To adore Christ's body as present under the form of bread is 
idolatry and sacrilege, since it gives to a creature what should be 
reserved for God. Such adoration "is not to be done unto the holy 
sacrament" (A Brief Declaration). 
123 
Ridley certainly taught a 'true' presence, as opposed to empty 
symbolism, and at times he used Roman-sounding language. 
In 1555, for example, he argued that he and his Roman opponents agreed 
that the "Sacrament is the very true and natural body and blood of 
Christ", but disagreed in modo only. 
124 
He was quick, however, to 
qualify this in such a way as to eliminate a presence of Christ's body 
itself, 125 which, as we have already seen, he regarded as limited to 
heaven. Given the language which he at times used and given 
the negations which he made, there is a certain difficulty in under- 
standing exactly how Ridley conceived of Christ's presence in the 
eucharist, as even his examiners acknowledged. 
126 
Consequently, 
scholars have varied in their interpretations. 
127 
Nevertheless, it can 
safely be concluded that he stood solidly within the Reformed camp, and 
that, because of his strong realistic language and the close connection 
31 
which he at times made between the sacramental presence and the earthly 
signs, he belongs in the right-hand wing of that camp. 
Another ecclesiastical leader to be considered is John Hooper 
(? -1555), Bishop of Gloucester and Worcester, who was martyred in 1555 
during the Marian years. Hooper explicitly repudiated both tran- 
substantiation and the Lutheran teaching that the body is "corporally, 
substantially, really and bodily" in the bread and is given by the hand 
in, with and under the bread though not subject to the senses. 
128 He 
regarded the teaching that Christ's human nature is present in the 
eucharist on earth as opposed to both Scripture and the Creed. Christ, 
corporeally with all the properties of a body, is at the Father's right 
hand, which is a place and is not everywhere, he argued. 
129 
There is 
no eucharistic miracle which makes the body of Christ to be present 
without its corporeal qualities; if that were the case, it would be 
like making a "great fire without heat". 
130 
The sacrament is not, however, a "bare sign and token of (Christ's) 
death only, as many imagine", Hooper argued. 
131 
In the supper, the 
communicant, trusting in the merits of Christ's body and soul which are 
ascended into heaven, receives "in spirit" the "effect, marrow, 
sweetness and commodity of Christ's precious body, though it never 
descends corporally". 
132 
He is made partaker of the "spiritual graces 
and communion of Christ's body and blood" represented by the bread and 
wine. There is no manducatio oxalis of Christ's body and no manducatio 
impiorum; rather, the Spirit delivers it to the faith of the 
communicant, which is "mounted and ascended into heaven". 
133 
To eat 
Christ's body in the sacrament is nothing other than to ascend to 
heaven by faith and to believe. 
135 
There is no difference between the 
Old Testament and New Testament manducation of Christ other than the 
external signs. 
136 
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It is not surprising, given the above characteristics of his 
teaching, that Hooper has often been linked with the theology of Zwingli 
and Zurich; nor should it be forgotten that he spent nearly two years 
in Zurich between 1547 and 1549 and later carried on an extensive 
correspondence with Bullinger. 
137 
This certainly does not mean, as has 
already been seen, that he taught any empty or bare memorialism. For 
Hooper there was a reception of Christ's body in the eucharist, but 
there was no necessary relationship between the reception of the 
external signs and the reception of that body. In this respect, then, 
he represented the English far left of the 'true' presence doctrine. 
138 
Perhaps no figure from the Edwardian and Marian years has received 
so much attention from scholars as Thomas Cranmer (1489-1556), 
Archbishop of Canterbury. His eucharistic theology has produced in 
the twentieth century probably more discussion than that of any other 
English sixteenth-century divine. While the question of stages in his 
understanding of the sacrament has not been without considerable 
debate, 
139 
we shall be concerned only with a summary of his mature 
eucharistic teaching: 1) With regard to the body of Christ itself, 
which shares all the characteristics and limitations of human bodies, 
it is "really, corporally, naturally and sensibly" absent from this 
world. According to his human nature, Christ is "so in heaven that he 
is not in earth". 
140 
What is present on earth is the divinity of 
Christ. 
141 
2) Nevertheless, there is an eating of the body of Christ 
which takes place, not with the mouth, but by faith. 
142 As the 
communicant's body feeds on the bread, so the "inward man" feeds on 
Christ. 
143 
This eating takes place when the faithful lift up their 
hearts to heaven and there "spiritually" eat His flesh and drink His 
blood. 
144 
3) Cranmer precluded any notion of the sacraments as 
instruments of divine grace and any presence, other than figurative, in 
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the elements themselves. He emphasized the presence in the 
ministration or use of the sacrament and in the worthy recipient. 
145 
"Faith is the one instrument" in Cranmer's teaching, as Brooks puts it, 
"that, from the human angle, can bring communion with Christ". 
Although Cranmer held that grace is conferred in the sacrament, this 
happens solely by man's faith operated by the Spirit. 
146 
4) The 
proper consecration of the eucharist is not that of the papalists who 
make "themselves makers of God" and teach that the celebrant makes what 
is eaten in the supper to be Christ Himself. Rather, through the words 
of institution the elements are separated from a "profane and worldly 
use to a spiritual and godly use". 
147 
As E. C. Ratcliff has pointed 
out, according to Cranmer the "words are 'consecrating' only in an 
entirely new sense of that term, if at all. They are not spoken to or 
for the bread and wine..... They are spoken to or for the communicants, 
to confirm their faith that 'Christ gave his body and shed his blood 
upon the Cross for' them". 
148 
5) Finally, Cranmer rejected the 
adoration of the sacrament or any presence under the external signs. 
149 
One should adore Christ "sitting in heaven in the glory of his 
Father'. 
150 
Whatever other descriptions scholars have at times applied to 
Cranmer's eucharistic doctrine, 
151 
it is sufficient for our purposes to 
recognise that "the Archbishop became the clear exponent of a 'True' 
Presence doctrine that embodied the main features of what may be called 
the Swiss viewpoint". 
152 
Because in his teaching there is no instru 
mental connection between the bread and wine and the conveyance of 
Christ's body and blood, and because he did not allow for a participa- 
tion in the "substance" of Christ, Cranmer should, however, be 
distinguished from the "right wing" exponents of this doctrine, such as 
34 
Calvin. In this respect, he, like Hooper, stood in the "left-wing" 
closer to the original teaching of Zwingli. 
153 
Now we must turn from individual theologians to the official 
formularies of the English Church to see what theological changes were 
taking place on that level. In 1549 what is known as the First Prayer 
Book of Edward VI was published; it is generally agreed that Cranmer 
had a chief hand in drawing it up. 
154 
The eucharistic doctrine 
contained in this service book has been susceptible to greatly varying 
interpretations, both in the sixteenth century and subsequently. 
Anything from 'Zwinglianism' to transubstantiation has been claimed as 
its teaching. 
155 
Whether or not the book represents a piece of 
planned equivocation, 
156 
and whatever theological changes were taking 
place in the thinking of its architects, the text and rubrics of the 
eucharistic rite provide-us with a certain definite outline of sacramental 
doctrine: 1) The eucharistic prayer calls upon God to bless and sanctify 
with His "Spirit and word" the bread and wine, so that "they may be unto 
us" the body and blood of Christ. 
157 
2) The communicant eats the flesh 
and drinks the blood of Christ in "these holy Mysteries" in such a way 
that both his body and soul are 'affected: "that our sinful bodies may be 
made clean by his body, and our souls washed through his most precious 
blood". 158 3) At the distribution the minister identifies what he is 
delivering as "the body of our Lord Jesus Christ which was given for 
thee". 
159 
4) A rubric at the end öf the mass explicitly teaches 
a presence of Christ in the elements: "men must not think less to be 
received in part (of the bread) than in the whole, but in each of them 
the whole body of our Saviour Jesu Christ". 
160 
5) Another rubric 
states that the minister should provide only enough bread and wine as 
will be sufficient for the communicants, 
161 
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Given these characteristics, it is not surprising that Stephen 
Gardiner still found the old faith taught in the 1549 rite, 
162 
and that 
Martin Bucer criticized the service precisely in those areas, such as 
the epiclesis and the two rubrics, which could serve to indicate a 
presence in the elements themselves. 
163 
While transubstantiation was 
neither affirmed nor eliminated by the rite, the form of consecration 
was not altogether pleasing to all advocates of Roman doctrine, and the 
abolition of the elevation was a marked divergence from the Roman 
rite. 
164 
Taking this into account, together with its positive teaching 
of a presence of Christ in the elements, one could conclude with some 
/of eucharistic presence 
justification that the doctrine 
/which 
the 1549 Book contains (as 
distinct from questions of sources and authors' intentions) in many ways 
resembles Lutheran teaching, with the addition of an epiclesis. 
165 
Three years later in 1552, however, the Prayer Book was revised in 
such a way as to eliminate the possibility of either Roman or Lutheran 
interpretation. The epiclesis was removed and replaced with words 
which refer to the communicants being made "partakers" of Christ's body 
and blood in "receiving these thy creatures of bread and wine, according 
to thy Son our Saviour Jesu Christ's holy institution, in remembrance of 
his death and passion". 
166 The distribution formula directed the 
minister delivering "the bread" to say, "Take and eat this, in 
remembrance that Christ died for thee, and feed on him in thy heart by 
faith, with thanksgiving". 
167 
The rubric dealing with Christ's presence 
in the bread was eliminated, and a rubric was added permitting the 
curate to have for his own use whatever bread and wine remained. The 
so-called "Black Rubric", added at the last moment before publication, 
forbade any adoration of either the sacramental bread and wine or any 
"real and essential presence there being of Christ's natural flesh and 
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blood", since the "natural body and blood" of Christ are "in heaven and 
not here", it being "against the truth of Christ's true natural body, to 
be in more places than in one at one time". 
168 
These negative elements may seem to have eliminated any presence 
and manducation of Christ whatsoever. But this is not the case. The 
eucharistic prayer still spoke of being made "partakers of his most 
blessed body and blood", as noted above. The Exhortation still taught 
that when one receives the sacrament with "penitent heart and lively 
faith", one "spiritually eat(s) the flesh of Christ, and drink(s) his 
blood". 
168b 
And the Prayer of Humble Access, which refers to the 
eating of "the flesh of thy dear Son Jesus Christ", and the drinking of 
his blood, was retained, albeit in an altered position. 
169 In the new 
service, it came before the eucharistic prayer, whereas in the older one 
it came afterwards. It would seem that this change was made in order 
to dissociate the presence of Christ from the consecrated elements, and 
to eliminate any adoration of Christ in them (the prayer was said 
kneeling). 
What one finds, then, in the Second Prayer Book of Edward VI is 
a eucharistic liturgy which expresses Reformed eucharistic doctrine. 
Without defining the exact relationship between the earthly elements and 
the manducation of Christ's body and blood, it reflects the tendency of 
"left-wing" exponents of the 'true' presence doctrine to loosen the 
connection between the two. 
170 
The 1553 XLII Articles of Religion continued the "true" presence 
doctrine, stating that the bread and wine are a "communion of Christ's 
body and blood for those who 'rightlie,. wourthelie, and with faieth "' 
receive the sacrament. Transubstantiation was denied, and reservation, 
processions with the eucharist, elevation and adoration of the sacrament 
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were rejected as not commanded by Christ's ordinance. 
171 
The "reall, 
and bodilie presence" of Christ's body and blood was repudiated because 
the "bodie of Christe cannot bee presente at one time in many, and 
diverse places", and that body is now in heaven and "there shall 
continue unto the ende of the worlde". 
172 
If the sacramental doctrine of the XLII Articles was more definite 
in the errors it rejected than in its articulation of how one is 
rightly to think of the eucharistic presence, the 1553 Short Catechism, 
which was added to some copies of the Articles, was more positive. It 
taught not only that "the bread representeth his body", but that "as by 
bread and wine our natural bodies are sustained and nourished: so by 
the body, that is the flesh and blood of Christ, the soul is fed 
through faith, and quickened to the heavenly and godly life". 
"Faith", it declared, "is the mouth of the soul, whereby we receive 
this heavenly meat". This manducation of Christ's body occurs by the 
"lively working of the Spirit" when one believes in the passion and 
confesses and acknowledges Christ as Saviour and Redeemer. 
173 
Taken 
together, the XLII Articles and the Short Catechism contain the broad 
outlines of a 'true' presence doctrine, without specifying the exact 
connection between the bread and wine and the body and blood. The 
link, however, seems to be stronger than in the 1552 Prayer Book, since 
the Articles specifically state that the elements are a communion of 
Christ's body and blood when rightly received. 
The ascendancy of 'true' presence eucharistic teaching was 
momentarily brought to an end on official levels during the reign of 
Queen Mary. In November 1554, the Kingdom was received back into the 
Roman fold. 
174 
With the restoration of the old faith and its 
accompanying persecution of reform-minded churchmen, divines such as. 
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Ridley, Latimer and Cranmer ended their careers and their lives at the 
stake, while others found themselves as exiles on the continent. It is 
worthy of note that these Marian exiles were not welcomed in Lutheran 
territories. As Dugmore has pointed out, the Lutherans, no less than 
the Romans, regarded the English as "sacramentarians" and would not 
tolerate such eucharistic views in their domains. 
175 
The eight 
hundred or so English people who made their way to the continent found 
refuge among Reformed Protestants; consequently, many came under the 
influence of theologians such as Peter Martyr, Bullinger and Calvin. 
176 
Cremeans has argued that the regard which the Lutherans had for the 
English exiles as already lost to Lutheranism is a strong indication of 
the English trend in the direction of the Swiss Reformed faith during 
Edward VI's reign. Moreover, their acceptance in continental Reformed 
territories is "of great significance in view of the influence of some 
of the Marian exiles in favouring Calvinism during the reign of 
Elizabeth". 
177 
(iii) The Elizabethan Years 
During the Elizabethan years, which lasted from 1558-1603, there 
was, without doubt, a great deal of-continental Reformed Protestant 
influence in England. Most of the appointees to the episcopate in the 
early years of the reign were drawn from the ranks of the Marian exiles, 
men who had had personal contact with Reformed leaders and some of whom 
maintained contacts with their continental friends after their return 
to England. 
178 
The popularity of Reformed theology among Elizabethan 
Englishmen is indicated by the number of such books either published in 
the British Isles or published abroad in English. Cremeans has 
pointed out that at least one work of Calvin was printed almost every 
year between-1548 and 1634, and between 1578 and 1581 six to eight 
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were published every year. "Between 1548 and 1600 no other writer 
had nearly so many publications in English as John Calvin had", 
Cremeans writes. 
179 
In 1556, for example, Calvin's Catechisme was 
published in Geneva in English, and in 1561 his institution of the 
Christian Religion, translated by T. Norton, was published in London. 
Both had numerous subsequent editions throughout the remainder of the 
century. 
180 
Furthermore, the use of Reformed theological writings was 
enjoined by various ecclesiastical and university authorities. In 
1586, for example, Bullinger's Decades, which contains a eucharistic 
teaching along 'true' presence lines, was required by the Convocation 
of Canterbury to be read weekly by "every minister having cure, and 
being under the degrees of master of arts, and batechelors of law, and 
not licensed to be a public preacher$'. 
181 
Calvin's Institutes 
superseded the Decades as the recognized manual of the clergy and the 
divinity textbook at Oxford and Cambridge, and in 1587 his Catechisme 
was ordered by statute to be used in the universities. 
182 
P. Hughes 
has claimed that the Elizabethan reformers, for the most part, were 
very conscious that they were one in faith with the continental 
Reformed Protestants, citing as evidence two letters of the renowned 
Bishop John Jewel. In 1559 Jewel wrote to Peter Martyr, assuring him 
that "we have exhibited to the queen all our articles of-religion and 
doctrine, and have not departed in the slightest from the Confession of 
Zurich" (the Consensus Trigurinus), and in 1562, he repeated this 
assurance: "... for as to matters of doctrine, we have pared everything 
away to the very quick, and do not differ from your doctrine by a nail 
breadth; for as to the ubiquitarian theory there is no danger in this 
country". 
183 
To ignore the obvious and public influence and 
popularity of Reformed theology in England during the Elizabethan years 
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would be to ignore the theological milieu of Elizabethan eucharistic 
doctrine. 
Now we must turn to two of the most important divines of those 
years, John Jewel and Richard Hooker, to see how they expressed the 
doctrine of Christ's presence in the sacrament. John Jewel (1522-1571), 
Bishop of Salisbury and apologist for Anglicanism, developed his 
teaching in the following way. There is, he argued, no change of the 
bread's "substance" or "nature", there is no "substantial" or 
"corporeal" presence of Christ in the eucharist, and Christ's body is 
not to be found in many places at the same time. 
184 
Christ is present 
on earth "by His Spirit and grace", not in His humanity and in the 
"substance of his body", which is in heaven. 
185 
The "carrying about 
and worshipping of bread" as practised in the Roman Church, is 
"idolatrous and blasphemous", he wrote. 
186 
Despite these negations, Jewel taught a presence of Christ in the 
sacrament: "We affirm that bread and wine are holy and heavenly 
mysteries of the body and blood of Christ, and that by them Christ 
himself, being the true bread of eternal life, is so presently given 
unto us as that by faith we verily receive his body and blood". 
187 
This presence of Christ is by "his Godhead, by his Spirit, and by 
grace". 
188 
In one instance, Jewel identified what is received in the 
eucharist with the grace of Christ's body: "The grace flowing from 
Christ's body upon the Cross, and given to the faithful in the 
ministration of the holy mysteries, oftentimes leaveth the name of 
Christ's body, and is the ground, and substance of the sacrament; And 
whosoever is partaker of this grace, is also partaker of Christ's 
body". 189 Nevertheless, Jewel could still say that "in the Lord's 
Supper there is truly given unto the believing the body and blood of our 
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Lord". 
190 
The manducation of this eucharistic body, he taught, 
concerns only the communicant's soul, not his mouth; it occurs by 
faith and takes place through a lifting up of one's heart to heaven 
where Christ is. 
191 
This eating is "ghostly and spiritual", a 
"peculiar work of the mind", 
192 
and is possible only by the faithful. 
193 
Jewel was explicit in denying any spatial relationship between the 
earthly elements and the eucharistic presence. The bread, which is 
a figure or token, he said, is located on earth and lies on the table, 
while Christ's body, which is the thing figured or tokened, is found 
above in heaven. 
199 
As a consequence of his understanding of the 
spatial gulf between the elements and Christ, Jewel directed that no 
adoration, or divine worship, should be given to any presence on the 
altar; rather it should be offered to the "body of Christ, sitting 
above all heavens". "Where we eat it", Jewel said, "there must we 
worship it; therefore must we worship it sitting in heaven". 
195 
The consecration, by which bread is joined to God's word and 
becomes a sacrament, concerns "the converting of the natural elements 
into a godly use", and is, as St. Augustine taught, "the word of faith, 
which we preach", not a word whispered in secret. 
196 
Ratcliff has 
argued that, while Jewel agreed with Cranmer that consecration and use 
are inseparable, he, unlike Cranmer, regarded consecration as distinct 
from and prior to use, although he did not deal with the questions of 
whether this meant that consecration is directed toward the elements as 
well as toward the communicants and whether a new consecration would be 
needed for an additional supply of bread and wine. 
197 
The similarities between Jewel's exposition of eucharistic doctrine 
and the 'true' presence doctrine are obvious. As has already been seen, 
he himself was aware of his similarity in teaching with the church of 
- 
198 
Zurich. His commentators also have acknowledged his links with 
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Reformed eucharistic doctrine. 
199 
Now we must consider the divine who was the apologist par 
excellence for the Elizabethan settlement, 
200 
Richard Hooker (1554-1600). 
In the fifth book of his Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, Hooker suggested, 
at one point, that the question of whether there is any alteration of 
the elements is irrelevant, since all the parties in the eucharistic 
controversy (the Roman, the Lutheran, and the so-called "sacramentarian", 
the third one being his own) teach that there is a "real participation 
of Christ and of life in his body and blood by means of this sacrament", 
and that this depends "on the co-operation of his omnipotent power which 
maketh it his body and blood to us". 
201 
Whatever the other 
implications of this "agnosticism" might have been, as J. R. Parris has 
pointed out, Hooker was at least certain of what was wrong and needed to 
be excluded202 - both transubstantiation and Lutheran "consubstantiation". 
Rejecting the notion that the "natural substance" of Christ's body is 
present either by co-existence with the consecrated bread or by the 
abolition of the substance of bread, he gave the third interpretation of 
the words of Christ, which, he argued, contain "nothing but what the 
rest do all approve and acknowledge to be most true": 
... This hallowed food, through concurrence of divine 
power, is in verity and truth unto faithful receivers, 
instrumentally a cause of that mystical participation, 
whereby as I make myself wholly theirs, so I give them 
in hand an actual possession of all such saving grace 
as my sacrificed body can yield, and as their souls 583 
presently need, that is to them and in them my body. 
The eucharistic controversy, according to Hooker, concerned whether 
"Christ be whole within man only, or else his body and blood be also 
seated in the very consecrated elements themselves". 
204 
His answer to 
this question was: 
The real presence of Christ's most blessed body and 
blood is not therefore to be sought for in the 
sacrament, but in the worthy receiver of the 
43 
sacrament..... I see not which way it should be 
gathered by the words of Christ, when and where 
the bread is His body or the cup His blood, but 
only in the very heart and soul of him which 
receiveth them. As for the sacraments, they 
really exhibit, but for aught we can gather out 
of that which is written of them, they are not 
really nor do really contain in themselves that 
grace whicjO0 ith them or by them it pleaseth God 
to bestow. 
Grace, he argued, "is a consequent of the sacraments". The 
sacraments "contain in themselves no vital force or efficacy"; they 
are not "physical but moral instruments of salvation". 
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Christ is 
present at the "heavenly banquet with his personal and true presence" 
and by His divine power adds "to the natural substance thereof 
supernatural efficacy", which addition to the consecrated elements 
"changeth them and maketh them that unto us which otherwise they could 
not be". The bread and wine become "instruments" which "mystically 
yet truly, invisibly yet really" effect communion with both Christ's 
humanity and divinity, and effect the believer's participation in the 
"fruit, grace and efficacy" of the body. This produces a "kind of 
transubstantiation" in the communicant, a "true change both of body and 
soul, an alteration from death to life". 
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However strongly Hooker asserted a presence of Christ in the 
eucharist, he was definite, like other defenders of the 'true' presence 
doctrine, that the human body of Christ itself is not present in the 
sacrament on earth. Christ, he argued, is "present whole, albeit a 
part of Christ be corporally absent from thence". 
208 His body, which 
retains all the natural properties of a body, cannot exist in many 
places at the same time without extinguishing the "verity of his nature". 
The "substance of the body of Christ hath no presence, neither can it 
have, but only local". 
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Consequently, there is no "literal, corporal 
and oral manducation of the very substance of his flesh and blood", 
44 
according to Hooker. Rather, Christ's presence is received in the 
"heart and soul" of the communicant. 
210 Not all who receive the 
sacraments of God's grace receive the grace of the sacraments, he 
said. 
2 11 
This last statement should not be understood as implying 
that the body of Christ is always received although the reception of its 
'grace' is dependent on the disposition of the communicant (as in Roman 
and Lutheran teaching), since for Hooker the "grace of the sacrament is 
here as the food which we eat and drink". 
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If the sacraments are 
received "with contempt", they do not give what they promise. 
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In his doctoral dissertation, Jarvis S. Morris has convincingly 
demonstrated the marked similarities between Hooker's doctrine of 
eucharistic presence and that of Calvin's Institutes. Morris concluded 
that Hooker was "avowedly Sacramentarian, following Calvin, Beza, 
Cranmer and Jewel". Because of certain distinctive characteristics, 
however, he should be labelled a "high Sacramentarian". 
214 Similarly, 
J. S. Marshall linked Hooker's doctrine with that of Calvin, arguing 
that both were founded on what Marshall calls "occasionalism", which 
teaches that when the words and action of the sacrament are produced, 
God simultaneously effects what the words and elements symbolize. 
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Dugmore, who emphasized the independence of English eucharistic theology, 
acknowledged that, like the followers of Calvin, Hooker "stressed the 
reception by faith into the soul of the believer". 
216 There can be 
little question that the "learned and judicious" Hooker stood solidly 
within the stream of 'true' presence doctrine. 
Now we must turn to the official formularies of the Elizabethan , 
years. In 1559, a new Prayer Book was produced, slightly more 
comprehensive, and more expressive of the positive side of Reformed 
sacramental doctrine than was the 1552 Book. Like the earlier rite, 
45 
the eucharistic canon teaches a participation in Christ's body and 
blood: "... and grant that we receiving these thy creatures of bread 
and wine, according to thy Son our Saviour Jesu Christ's holy 
Institution, in remembrance of his death and Passion, may be partakers 
of his most blessed body and blood". Moreover, the words of 
distribution from the 1549 rite were joined to those of the 1552 
service, so that it can be argued that the Elizabethan Prayer Book made 
a closer association between the earthly elements and the reception of 
Christ's body and blood, without rejecting the crucial Reformed tenet 
that this occurs by faith. 
217 
Another notable difference from the 
1552 rite is that the "Black Rubric" was removed. Whether or not these 
modifications were made in order to facilitate "the alteration of 
religions easier for Catholics and for 'Lutherans' such as Richard 
Cheyney", 
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the rite as a whole still expresses the same fundamental 
eucharistic theology as the 1552 liturgy, but in what one might call 
a "High Reformed" manner. 
Two sets of Articles of Religion were published during Elizabeth's 
reign, in 1563 and in 1571. These were, like the Elizabethan Prayer 
Book, somewhat less negative in tone than their Edwardian counterpart. 
Both sets of Articles, like the 1553 Articles, affirmed that to those 
who "rightly, worthily and with faith" receive the sacrament, the bread 
and wine are a partaking (or com'nunicatio) of Christ's body and 
blood. 219 The explicit denials in the 1553 Articles that the body of 
Christ cannot be present in many places at the same time and that one 
ought not to believe in the "reall and bodilie presence" of Christ's 
body and blood in the eucharist, however, are not found in the 1563 and 
1571 Articles. In place of this denial one finds what can be regarded 
as the positive side of the 1553 negation: the body of Christ is given 
and eaten after "an heavenly and spirituall maner", and this occurs by 
46 
faith. 
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As we have repeatedly seen, the exponents of 'true' presence 
eucharistic doctrine set this kind of doctrine of the presence and 
reception of Christ's body over against the Roman and Lutheran teaching 
of a corporeal and substantial presence received by the mouth. Even 
the specific coupling of the words "heavenly and spiritual" was not 
new. 
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Moreover, one of the few Elizabethans who may have held 
a Lutheran eucharistic doctrine, Bishop Richard Cheyney, objected to the 
Articles' statement that the body of Christ is given, taken and eaten 
"only" (tantum) after "an heavenly and spirituall maner", because he saw 
this as taking away the presence of Christ's body, at least as he 
understood it. 
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Whatever question there might have been concerning the latitude 
allowed for by the 1563 Articles, 
223 
the 1571 Articles added a further 
clarification of eucharistic presence by means of an explicit denial. 
The heading of a new article reads, "of the wicked which do not eate the 
body of Christe in the use of the Lordes Supper". Here it is taught 
that the wicked and those lacking a "livelye fayth" are not "partakers 
of Christe" even though they eat the sacrament. Such communicants eat 
and drink to their condemnation the "signe or Sacrament of so great a 
thing". 224 
Like the 1553 Articles, the Elizabethan Articles taught that the 
sacrament is not to be reserved, carried about, lifted up or worshipped, 
according to Christ's ordinance. 
225 
Also, transubstantiation is again 
rejected, but this time with the added claim that it "overthroweth the 
nature of a sacrament". 
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By 1571, therefore, the Church of England was officially committed 
to a eucharistic teaching which was solidly within the boundaries of the 
Reformed 'true' presence doctrine. Positively it asserteda participa- 
47 
tion in Christ's body and blood, and negatively, it denied that 
reception of the sacramental elements necessarily means reception of 
Christ's body and blood. 
227 
It may be useful at this point to look briefly at two documents 
which, though they lacked official ecclesiastical approval, nevertheless 
provide us with popular interpretations of the Church's doctrine. The 
first one, by Thomas Rogers, is entitled, The Faith, Doctrine and 
Religion, professed, and protected in the Realm of England, and 
dominions of the same: Expressed in 39 Articles (1579). 
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In his 
commentary in article 28, Rogers repudiated transubstantiation, together 
with its ensuing practices of reservation, the adoration of Christ as 
present in the sacrament which he called "adoration of the bread", and 
the Corpus Christi procession with its "wafer-God", all of which Rogers 
described as "superstition and idolatry". 
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He explicitly denied that 
Christ's body and blood are "really" and "substantially" present in the 
eucharist, having specifically rejected the beliefs that the humanity of 
Christ is present on earth and that what one receives in the sacrament 
is Christ's "real" body and blood. 
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He also repudiated the beliefs 
that under every part of the host the whole Christ is contained and that 
the body of Christ is present "not only in use, while it is taken, but 
afore also, and after the communion". 
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This should not be construed 
as meaning that Rogers understood there to be a presence in the elements 
during the use, since he also taught what we have previously referred to 
as occasionalism: 
Which spiritual bread, that he might the better 
represent, he hath instituted earthly and visible 
bread and wine, for a sacrament of his body and 
blood. Whereby he doth testify, that as verily 
as we receive the bread with the hands, and chew 
the same with the teeth and tongue, to the 
48 
nourishing of this life temporal, even so by faith 
(which is in place of hands and mouth to the soul) 
we verily receive the true body, and the true blood 
of Christ, our only Saviour to q52nourishing of 
the spiritual life in our souls. 
Significantly, Rogers understood there to be "goodly consent with the 
most of the reformed churches and us" concerning this teaching. In his 
sidenotes, he gave references to continental Reformed confessions, such 
as the HeZvetica Confessio Fidei, Prior and Posterior (1536 and 1566), 
the BasiZeensis Prior Confessio Fidei (1534), the Confessio Fidei 
GalZicana (1559) and the Confessio Belgica (1561), 
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Commenting on article 29, "Of the wicked which do not eat the body 
and blood of Christ in the Use of the Lord's Supper", he naturally 
insisted on the necessity of faith in order to eat the body of Christ. 
What is important, however, is that again in his sidenotes he gave 
references to the Confessions of continental Reformed churches. 
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He 
rejected the Roman and Lutheran teaching that there is a corporal, oral 
reception of Christ's body, and that "all communicants, bad and good, do 
eat the very and natural body of Christ Jesus". 
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Here, then, we have 
an Elizabethan exposition of the eucharistic doctrine of the Articles of 
Religion which interpreted it in a consistent 'true' presence manner, 
and explicitly linked that doctrine with continental Reformed teaching. 
Alexander Nowell's Catechism also deserves consideration here since, 
although it never received synodical approval, it was the most widely 
used catechism in England after its publication in 1570.236 (Latin and 
English editions appeared in that year; for convenience sake we shall 
cite the English translation. ) In response to the question of whether 
one receives only a figure or the truth itself in the sacrament, Nowell 
stated that Christ made those who-believe in. him "partakers of his-body 
and blood" just as surely as they receive the bread and wine with their. 
mouths and stomachs. For this to occur, "we must lift our souls and 
49 
hearts from earth, and raise them up by faith to heaven, where Christ 
is". Through faith and "by secret and marvelous virtue of his Spirit" 
this manducation of and coupling with Christ takes place. 
237 
Nowell, 
in consistent Reformed fashion, drew out the consequences of his 
doctrine, teaching that only the faithful feed on Christ's body and 
blood, 
238 
and that Christ is not included in the bread and wine since 
such belief would cast doubt on the truth of Christ's body, which cannot 
be in many places at once. 
239 
The communion with Christ which one has 
through the Gospel and Baptism is "confirmed" and "increased" in the 
supper, where the communicant's body is also given a "pledge" of 
resurrection and immortality. 
240 
It is not without reason that 
Nowell's Catechism has been seen as similar to that of Calvin, 
241 
since 
every one of the above points found in Nowell's work is also found in 
Calvin's Catechisme,, an English translation of which had appeared in 
1556.242 
From what we have seen, therefore, in her official formularies, in 
two of her major theologians, in a commentary on the Articles of 
Religion, and in her most popular catechism, the Elizabethan Church 
found herself solidly within the stream of Reformed 'true' presence 
doctrine. This is not to suggest a complete uniformity, 
243 
but it is 
to suggest that whatever moved outside the boundaries of this theology 
was not in tune with the tendencies and direction of Anglican 
sacramental thinking during the Elizabethan years. To appreciate the 
full significance of this orientation of English theology, one must be 
aware that on the continent and in Scotland the various churches were 
in the process of consolidation and confession-making. The Reformed 
churches were producing numerous statements which continued and 
50 
developed 'true' presence eucharistic doctrine, not unlike that found in 
the English Church. 
244 
Both the Roman and Lutheran churches, however, 
were fortifying themselves precisely against such a teaching. In 1551, 
the Council of Trent had solemnly defined the doctrine of transubstant- 
iation and defended the cult, veneration and reservation of the 
sacrament. 
245 
The Lutheran situation was somewhat more complicated. Already as 
early as the late 1530s, Philip Melancthon, Luther's friend and 
colleague, had begun to emphasize the presence of Christ's body in the 
use of the sacrament, rather than in the elements themselves, and in 
1540 he adjusted the article on the sacrament in the Augustara (the 
famous Variata edition), which made it acceptable to Reformed 
theologians such as Calvin. 
246 
In the 1550s and 1560s, the second 
stage in the continental "supper-strife" broke out between Reformed 
divines such as Calvin and Bullinger and strict Lutherans such as 
Joachim Westphal, Johann Brenz and Martin Chemnitz. Melancthon's 
followers, known as "Philipists" or "Melancthonians", further developed 
his orientation in eucharistic doctrine, and consequently, between 1560 
and 1574 there ensued the great "crypto-Calvinistic" controversy within 
Lutheranism between the "Philipists" (or "crypto-Calvinists") and the 
"Gnesio-Lutherans" (the "true" Lutherans). 
247 
The eventual defeat of 
the "Philipists" finally resulted in the definition of eucharistic 
teaching provided by the KonkordienformeZ of 1580. Here it was taught 
that in the eucharist there is a real and substantial presence of 
Christ's body and blood, illocally, spiritually and transcendently, in 
with and under the bread and wine (no "impanation"), the oral 
manducation of Christ's body in a supernatural manner, its reception by 
even the unbelieving, the legitimacy of adoring Christ in the sacrament, 
51 
and consecration through the words of institution. Moreover, it 
explicitly set itself over against even the "high" wing of what we 
have called the 'true' presence doctrine, and warned against those 
divines who used Lutheran-sounding language, but filled it with a 
Reformed content. 
248 
By 1580, therefore, the Lutheran churches, no 
less than the Roman, had publicly and explicitly set themselves against 
/which 
precisely that kind of eucharistic doctrine / was being expounded and 
defended in the Elizabethan Church. 
Having briefly looked at the development of sixteenth-century 
eucharistic thought, we can draw the following conclusions. After 
going through many of the same struggles with regard to eucharistic 
doctrine as did their continental contemporaries, sixteenth-century 
Anglicans had by the latter half of the century committed themselves to 
what we have called Reformed or 'true' presence teaching. While there 
remained certain differences among the various expositors of this 
teaching, such as the exact relationship between the earthly elements 
and the reception of Christ's body and blood in the eucharist, and while 
not every theologian or formulation dealt with all aspects or implica- 
tions of the doctrine, it is nevertheless possible to identify the main 
features of the doctrine: 
1) The body of Christ itself is a self-contained empirical object, 
and as such is present only in heaven and not in the eucharistic 
celebration on earth. 
249 
This is perhaps the most important character- 
istic, since it served as the fundamental basis, either explicitly or 
implicitly, for the rest of their thinking. It also sheds light on 
their rejection of adjectives such as "corporeal" or "substantial" to 
describe Christ's body as present on earth in the sacrament. It is here 
that the essential similarity with other Reformed divines, and the 
52 
essential difference from Lutherans and Romans, is to be found. 
2) There is, nevertheless, a certain connection between Christ and 
the eucharistic celebration which enables one to speak of a presence in 
the sacrament. The descriptions of how this connection occurs are 
varied; by the "Holy Spirit" and by "grace" are two of the most popular 
expressions used. 
3) The believing communicant is given to feed on, have communion 
with, and receive into his soul the "body of Christ", a process which 
occurs by faith, not by the mouth. There is no reception of this "body" 
by the unbelieving. 
4) This presence is not to be spatially located in the earthly 
bread and wine themselves, although a certain "instrumental" use of the 
elements to "convey" the heavenly body and blood is accepted by some of 
the divines. 
5) This means that "consecration" concerns setting the elements 
apart for use, not a bringing of a presence into them. 
6) Consequently, the adoration of Christ, while it may occur at 
the eucharist, is not directed toward His presence under the earthly 
sacramental elements. 
Having in mind, then, this brief historical background and the 
above characteristics of sixteenth century English eucharistic theology, 
we can now turn to the early Caroline divines of the next century. 
Where they stood in relation to continental sacramental theologies 
/and 
hammered out in the sixteenth century, /where they stood in relation to 
the eucharistic doctrine of their sixteenth-century English forefathers, 
which prcdided. the- . 
background'and -foundation of-. seventeenth-century 
eucharistic teaching are areas which must be investigated. The 
fundamental question with which we shall be concerned is - did they 
continue the 'true' presence doctrine of their predecessors and the 
53 
continental Reformed churches, or did they move away from this theology 
in other directions? 
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1331bid., 
p. 191. (An Answer); see also, p. 62 (A Declaration) 
where he affirms a manducation of Christ's body "in faith and spirit". 
In his "Sixth Sermon upon Jonas" during Lent 1550, Hooper said, "He that 
thus prepareth himself doth eat worthily the body of Christ; and he 
that doth not thus prepare himself, eateth nothing but the sacrament to 
his everlasting damnation". Ibid., p. 535. 
134Ibid., 
p. 209. (An Answer. ) Hooper's words should not be 
understood as being only a battle over the mode of Christ's real, 
substantial body in a Lutheran or Roman sense, since he explicitly 
rejected such a presence even as invisibiliter and modo coelesti. 
Ibid., pp. 157-58. 
1351bid., 
p. 530. ("Sixth Sermon upon Jonas. ") "And the 
minister gives what is in his power, namely, the bread and wine, and not 
the body of Christ; nor is it exhibited by the minister, and eaten by 
the communicant, otherwise than in the word preached, read or meditated 
upon. And to eat the body of Christ is nothing else than to believe, 
as he himself teaches in the sixth of John. It is necessary therefore 
to bring Christ to the sacraments by faith and not to look for him 
there. " (1: 548) Original Letters Relative to the English 
Reformation, ed. Hastings Robinson, 2 vols., Parker Society (Cambridge: 
University Press, 1846-47) 1: 47 (Letter xxv to Henry Bullinger); Dix, 
Dixit. Cranmer et Non Timuit, p. 18. 
136Early 
Writings, pp. 126-27; for a good summary of Hooper's 
understanding of the spiritual manducation of Christ's body, see his 
1550 A Brief and Clear Confession of the Christian Faith in Later 
Writings of Bishop Hooper, ed., Charles Nevinson, Parker Society 
(Cambridge: University Press, 1852), pp. 49-50. 
137C. 
H. Smyth, for example, wrote that "Hooper was perfectly 
sincere: he was determined that Zwinglianism should be forced upon the 
Church of England by any means and at any price.... ._ Hooper would 
have 
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reduced its doctrine to a slavish imitation of the theology of Zurich". 
Cramer and the Reformation under Edward VI, p. 73. See also pp. 97- 
99 for a discussion of Hooper's time in Zurich. Cremeans has 
described Hooper as a "confirmed Zwinglian". The Reception of 
Calvinistic Thought in England, p. 31. Locher concluded that Hooper's 
A Declaration "owes a great deal to Zwingli". Zwingli's Thought, p. 
364. Dix labelled him a "central Zwinglian ". Dixit Cranmer et Non 
Timuit, p. 23. 
138C. 
H. Smyth has linked Hooper with the 1549 Consensus: "During 
his residence in Zurich his theological opinions, already coloured with 
a Zwinglian complexion, had been cast in the iron mould of Tigurine 
orthodoxy". Cramer and the Reformation under Edward VI, p. 100. 
139On 
the question of whether Cramer ever went through a Lutheran 
stage, scholars such as C. H. Smyth (Cramer and the Reformation under 
Edward VI, pp. 57-59) and Smithen (Continental Protestantism, pp. 78- 
80) answered in the negative. On the other hand, W. Nijenhuis in his 
"Traces of a Lutheran Eucharistic Doctrine in Thomas Cramer" in 
EccZesia Reformata: Studies on the Reformation (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 
1972), pp. 1-22, and Brooks in Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine have argued 
quite convincingly for such a phase. 
140Writings 
and Disputations of Thomas Cranmer, martyr, 1556, 
Relative to the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, ed., John E. Cox, Parker 
Society (Cambridge: University Press, 1844), p. 101. (An Answer unto 
a Crafty and Sophistical Cavillation, Devised by Stephen Gardiner, 1551. ) 
See also, Archbishop Cramer on the True and Catholic Doctrine and Use 
of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, ed., Charles H. H. Wright, 
Protestant Reformation Society (London: Chas. J. Thynne & Jarvis Ltd., 
1928), p. 97 (Defence of the True and Catholic Doctrine of the 
Sacrament, 1550). See Brooks' discussion on pp. 98-99 of Thomas 
Cranmer's Doctrine, and Cyril C. Richardson, "Cramer and the Analysis 
of Eucharistic Doctrine", The Journal of Theological' Studies, New Series 
vol. 16, part 2 (October, 1965), p. 426. 
141See, 
e. g., Archbishop Cramer, pp. 104-111 (Defence) and 
Writings and Disputations, p. 102. 
142Archbishop 
Cranmer, pp. 25,33,130-31,199-220 (Defence); see 
also Writings and Disputations, p. 70. 
143Writings 
and Disputations, p. 337 (Answer); see also, 
Archbishop Cranmer, p. 36 (Defence); Brooks, Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine, 
p. 90. 
144Writings 
and Disputations, pp. 235-36,317 (Answer). Dix 
argued quite persuasively that in Cranmer's teaching spiritual eating 
was the same as believing in the Passion. Dixit Cranmer et Non Tirnuit, 
pp. 19-20. Yet, as Brooks has pointed out, Cranmer stressed that in 
the eucharist feeding on Christ is increased. Thomas Cranmer's 
Doctrine, pp. 95-96. 
145 
Ibid., pp. 94,96-97. Richardson disagrees with Brooks on 
this point. Cramer and Eucharistic Doctrine, p. 427. cf. Archbishop 
Cramer, pp. 30,98-101 (Defence) and Writings and Disputations, p. 225 
(Answer). 
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146Brooks, 
Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine, p. 94. Consequently, for 
Cranmer the receiving of Christ and his benefits is not limited to the 
sacrament. Ibid., pp. 94-95; Writings and Disputations, p. 204. 
147Archbishop 
Cranmer, pp. 181-82 (Defence); for Brooks' 
discussion, see Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine, p. 92. 
148The 
English Usage of Eucharistic Consecration 1548-1662-I", 
Theology No. 444, Vol. LX (June, 1957), p. 235. 
149Archbishop 
Cranmer, pp. 224-29 (Defence). 
150 
Writings and Disputations, p. 236 (Answer). 
151 
Stone identified Cranmer's teaching as "virtualism", (The 
Doctrine of the Eucharist, 2: 128), a view reasserted by Davies 
(Worship and Theology in England, 1: 183-85), who linked it with Calvin. 
Dix identified it with that of Zwingli. The Shape of the Liturgy 
(London: Dacre Press, 1945), p. 656. G. B. Timms maintained that 
Cranmer was a 'dynamic receptunist' with close affinities to Calvin and 
Bucer. Dixit Cranmer. A Reply Lo Dom Gregory, Alcuin Club Papers 
(London: A. R. Mowbray & Co. Ltd., 1946), pp. 24-25 (originally 
published in Church Quarterly Review, cxiii: 217 ff. and cxiv: 33 ff. ). 
C. C. Richardson took up Dix's position with certain modifications. 
Zwingli and Cranmer on the Eucharist, p. 48. Dugmore argued that 
Cranmer was a good "Reformed Catholic" standing in the realist-symbolist 
tradition of eucharistic doctrine. The Mass and the English Reformers, 
p. 200. For a rebuttal of Dugmore, see, Clark's Eucharistic Sacrifice, 
p. 164. 
152 
Brooks, Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine, p. 55. 
153Davies 
has argued that in certain ways Cranmer's doctrine was 
closer to that of Calvin than of Zwingli, but that one of the obstacles 
in identifying his teaching as unequivocally Calvinistic is Calvin's use 
of "substantial language", while Cranmer, with Zwingli, drew a "strict 
line between spirit and substance". Worship and Theology in England 
1: 184. See also, C. C. Richardson, "Cranmer and the Analysis of 
Eucharistic Doctrine", The Journal of Theological Studies, New Series, 
vol. xvi, part 2 (October, 1965), p. 421. 
154 
Dugmore, The Mass and the English Reformers, p. 127. 
155Davies 
points out that Bishop Hooper considered the Book as 
"very defective... and in some respects indeed manifestly impious", 
the Catholic Princess Mary would not allow its, use in her chapel, yet 
Stephen Gardiner found it to be compatible with a Catholic interpreta- 
tion. Worship and Theology in England, 1: 182. While Martin Bucer 
criticized the book in his Censura, he, nevertheless, regarded it as 
faithful to the word of God. Martin Bucer and the Book of Common 
Prayer, ed., E. C. Whitaker (Great Wakering: Mayhew-McCrimmon for the 
Alcuin Club, 1974), p. 13, (this book contains both the Latin and 
English texts); C. Hopf, Martin Bucer and the English Reformation 
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1946), p. 57. Brooks states that Cranmer 
himself considered the book to express his own understanding of "the 
main principles of Reformed eucharistic doctrine". Thomas Cranmer's 
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Doctrine, pp. 107-108. Dix considered that the rite was "compatible 
with, and for the most part clearly expressed" Cranmer's own 
"Zwinglian doctrine", although he admitted certain difficulties in 
a completely "Zwinglian" interpretation. The Shape of the Liturgy, 
p. 657. Davies argued that it is a "more conservative or mediating 
Protestant doctrine of the eucharist that was expressed clearly or 
darkly in the Communion order of the first Prayer Book". Worship and 
Theology in England, 1: 187. Dugmore claimed the book as an example 
of reformed Catholic rather than papist Catholic doctrine. The Mass 
and the English Reformers, p. 135. R. Bainton considered parts of the 
rite as favouring Lutheran teaching. The Reformation of the Sixteenth 
Century (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1963), pp. 201-202. 
156For 
a discussion of and references to scholars who have so 
suggested, see Davies, Worship and Theology in England, pp. 181-86. 
157 
The Two Liturgies, A. D. 1549, and A. D. 1552: with Other 
Documents Set Forth j! Z Authority in the Reign of King Edward VI, ed., 
Joseph Ketley, Parker Society (Cambridge: University Press, 1844), p. 88. 
Ratcliff argued that while the rite calls for the Word and Spirit as 
instruments of consecration, this merely continued the "well-known 
Western doctrine which had descended to the sixteenth century from 
Paschasius Radlertus by way of Gratian Decretwn". "Usage of 
Eucharistic Consecration-I", pp. 232-33. Davies, however, suggested 
that this consecration combined the Eastern Orthodox liturgical 
tradition (the Spirit as agent of consecration) with the Western 
understanding (the Word as agent). Worship and Theology in England, 
p. 189. 
158The 
Two Liturgies in the Reign of Edward VI, p. 92. 
159 
Ibid. 
160 
Ibid., p. 96. 
161Ibid., 
p. 85. 
162An 
Explication and Assertion of the True Catholique Fayth, 
Touchyng the Most Blessed Sacrament of the Aulter with a Computation of 
a booke written against the Same ( London? , 1551), pp. 21 and 28. 
163 
Martin Bucer and the Book of Common Prayer, pp. 25,41,53-55 
(Censura); Hopf, Martin Bucer and the English Reformation, pp. 75-78. 
164See, 
Davies, Worship and Theology in England 1: 189 and Stone, 
The Doctrine of the Eucharist 2: 138-39. 
1650ne 
could still agree with Smyth's statement that the Book is 
characterized by "conservatism and moderation" and was "designed to 
open the door to the New Learning without closing it to the Old". 
Cranmer and the Reformation Under Edward VI, p. 41. 
166Two 
Liturgies in the Reign of Edward VI, p. 279. See 
Ratcliff's comments in "Usage of Eucharistic Consecration-I", pp. 235- 
36. 
1671bid. 
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1681bid., 
p. 283. For a discussion of the "Black Rubric", see 
Stone, The Doctrine of the Eucharist, 2: 142 and Dugmore, The Mass and 
the English Reformers, pp. 171-72. 
168bThe 
Two Liturgies in the Reign of Edward VI, p. 274. 
169 
Ibid., pp. 278-79. cf. p. 92. Bucer approved this Prayer as 
opposing any Christ-absent conception of the eucharist. Hopf, Martin 
Bucer and the English Reformation, p. 79; Martin Bucer and the Book of 
Common Prayer, p. 65 (Censura). 
170Stone 
considered the book as having been designed to teach "some 
form of receptionist, or even virtualist doctrine, such as that now held 
by Cranmer". The Doctrine of the Eucharist, 2: 140. F. Procter 
understood the new rite as fostering and facilitating the teaching that 
consecration refers to persons rather than to elements, and that the 
presence of Christ is not in the sacrament, but only in the heart of the 
believer. A New History of the Book of Common Prayer, rev. by W. H. 
Frere (London: Macmillan & Co. Ltd., 1901), pp. 82-83. It was "full 
Zwinglian doctrine" which Dix saw in the 1552 Prayer Book. The Shape 
of the Liturgy, p. 659. Davies, while admitting that every point in 
the 1549 rite which Gardiner detected as residual Catholicism was 
eliminated in the 1552 service, understood its eucharistic doctrine was 
not "low Zwingli but high Calvin". Worship and Theology in England, 1: 
201,209. Brooks claimed that the 1552 service "was so recast that 
only the Cranmerian viewpoint could be understood, everything of an 
equivocal nature being carefully changed". Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine, 
p. 76. 
171Hardwick, 
A History of the Articles, p. 330. Cranmer took full 
responsibility for these Articles. Dix, Dixit Cranmer et Non Timuit, 
p. 46. 
172Hardwick, 
A History of the Articles, p. 330. Dix certainly 
went too far in identifying the eucharistic doctrine of these Articles 
as "the perfect summary of the Zwinglian belief in the 'Real Absence"'. 
Dixit Cranmer et Non Timuit, p. 47. Stone was closer to the truth when 
he claimed that the Articles reject not only transubstantiation but also 
"extreme Zwinglianism". The Doctrine of the Eucharist, p. 145. 
173The 
Two Liturgies in the Reign of Edward VI, p. 517. John 
Poynet might have been the author of the Short Catechism. Stone, The 
Doctrine of the Eucharist, 2: 146. 
174K. 
S. Latourette, A History of Christianity, 2 vols. rev. ed. 
(New York: Harper & Row Pub., -1975), -2: -808-809. 
175The 
Mass and the English Reformers, p. 208; see also, Joseph 
N. Tylenda, "The Calvin-Westphal Exchange: The Genesis of Calvin's- 
Treatises Against Westphal", Calvin Theological Journal 9 (November, 
1974), p. 186, and Cremeans, The Reception of Calvinistic Thought, p. 
36. 
176Smithen, 
Continental Protestantism, p. 27; Christiana H. 
Garrett, The Marian Exiles: A Study in the Origins of Elizabethan 
Puritanism (Cambridge: University Press, 1938), pp. 32,44-45. W. M. 
70 
Southgate has suggested that when the exiles returned to England they 
were in no sense unified, and that, while Calvin's influence was 
probably the strongest, it was only one of a number of influences. 
"The Marian Exiles and the Influence of John Calvin", History. - The 
Quarterly Journal of the Historical Association, New Series 27 (June- 
September, 1942), pp. 148-50. See also, Cremeans, The Reception of 
Calvinistic Thought, p. 36. 
177 
Cremeans, The Reception of Calvinistic Thought, p. 36. 
178John 
M. Krumm, "Continental Protestantism and Elizabethan 
Anglicanism (1570-1595) in Reformation Studies. Essays in Honor of 
R. H. Bainton, ed., F. H. Littell (Richmond: John Know Press, 1962), 
p. 129. As Smithen has pointed out, the Parker Society volumes give 
some idea of the extent of the correspondence carried on between the 
English and continental Reformers. Continental Protestantism, pp. 64- 
65. 
179The 
Reception of Calvinistic Thought, p. 65. 
180See, 
A Short-Title Catalogue, pp. 95-96. Interestingly, while 
thirty eight editions of Luther's writings were published between 1475 
and 1640 (Cremears, The Reception of Calvinistic Thought, p. 65), it has 
been pointed out by B. Hall that Luther's sacramental theology was 
avoided in English translations of his works, and that during the 
Elizabethan years translations were from his biblical expositions and 
even these were modified by the omission of passages where his 
sacramental teaching appears. "The Early Rise and Gradual Decline", 
pp. 126-27. 
181F. 
J. Smithen, Continental Protestantism, p. 48. For the 
Convocation decree, see, Synodalia. A Collection of Articles of 
Religion, Canons and Proceedings of Convocation in the Province of 
Canterbury, from the Year 1547 to the Year 1717,2 vols., ed., 
E. Card4ell (Oxford: University Press, 1842), 2: 562. For Bullinger's 
discussion of eucharistic doctrine in the Decades see The Decades of 
Henry Bullinger, trans., H. I., ed., Thomas Harding, Parker Society, 5 
parts in 4 vols. (Cambridge: University Press, 1849), 4: 422-65. This 
is a reprint of the 1587 edition. 
182Cremeans, 
The Reception of Calvinistic Thought, p. 82; Philip 
Schaff, A History of the Creeds of Christendom, 3 vols., 2nd. ed. 
(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1878) 1: 603. 
183The 
Reformation in England, pp. 69-70. These letters are found 
in The Zurich Letters, 2 vols., ed. Hastings Robinson, Parker Society 
(Cambridge: University Press, 1845-1852), 1: 21,100. See also, Smithen, 
Continental Protestantism and the English Reformation, p. 34. 
184 
The Works of John Jewel, Bishop of Salisbury, 2 vols., ed., John 
Ayre, Parker Society (Cambridge: University Press, 1845-1847) 1: 448, 
481-505 (A Re lie unto M. Hardings, 1565); 1: 20-21 (his 1560 sermon 
preached at St. Paul's Cross); An Apology of the Church of England, ed., 
J. E. Booty (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1963), p. 33 
(the original Latin was published in 1562, and an English translation in 
1564). 
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185Works 
of John Jewel, 1: 486 (A Replie). 
186 
An. Apology p. 35; see also, Works of John Jewel, 1: 514-16, 
551-52 (A Replie). 
187An 
Apology p. 33; see also, Works of John Jewel, 2: 1,110. 
188 
Works of John Jewel, 1: 490 (A Replie). 
189Ibid., 
3: 487 (The Defence of the Apology, 1567). John E. 
Booty, John Jewel as Apologist of the Church of England (London: SPCK, 
1963), p. 170. 
190 
An Apology, p. 31; see also, Works of John Jewel, 1: 449 (A 
Replie) . 
191An 
Apology, pp. 31-32; Works of John Jewel, 1: 448,475-76 (A 
Replie); 2: 1,124 (A Treatise of the Sacraments, 1583). 
192Works 
of John Jewel, 2: 1,117 (A Treatise). 
193Ibid., 
2: 1,121. 
194Ibid. 
195 
ibid., 1: 12 (sermon at St. Paul's Cross). For more on his 
opposition to the elevation and eucharistic adoration, see, pp. 507-52. 
196 
Ibid., 1: 123; while Jewel would not argue about exactly which 
words constitute the consecration (the East-West debate), he insisted 
that consecration was to be heard by the people and not merely 
"whispered" to bread; otherwise the priest would consecrate only for 
himself and not for others. Ibid., 1: 123-24; 2: 697-707. See also, 
Dugmore, The Mass and the English Reformers, pp. 229-30; Booty, John 
Jewel, p. 167. 
197 
"The English Usage of Eucharistic Consecration, 1548-1662-II", 
Theology No. 445, vol. LX (July, 1957), pp. 274-75. 
198 See, pp. 20-21. 
199Stone 
regarded his teaching as closely resembling that of Bucer. 
The Doctrine of the Eucharist, 2: 225. Dugmore described his teaching 
as "non-papist Catholic doctrine" with "an admixture of moderate 
Calvinism of the Tigurine type", which he picked up in his contacts with 
the continental Protestants. The Mass and the English Reformers, p. 231. 
Booty regarded Jewel as tending toward "a*'middle position', as did 
Ratramnus, Berengar, Ridley and Cranmer, and we might add Bucer and 
Martyr", and suggested that Martyr had the greatest opportunity to 
influence him. John Jewel, pp. 172-74. Booty has pointed out that Jewel 
appealed to Ratramnus as having taught the true doctrine of Christ's 
presence. Ibid., p. 163. 
200 
J. R. Parris, "Hooker's Doctrine of the Eucharist", Scottish 
Journal of Theology 16 (June, 1963), p. 151. 
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201The 
Works of that Learned and Judicious Divine Mr. Richard 
Hooker, 3-voll-s., ed. John Keble, 7th ed. rev. by R. W. Church and F. 
Paget (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1888), 67: 2,6. (Vol. 2 contains 
Book five. Citation here will be given according to chapter and 
section. ) 
202"Hooker's 
Doctrine of the Eucharist", p. 160; see also, pp. 
158-59. 
203Works 
of Hooker, 67: 12. 
2041bid., 67: 2. 
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Ibid., 67: 6. 
206 
Ibid., 57: 4 (emphasis is mine'. While Hooker also wrote, 
"this bread hath in it more than the substance which our eyes behold... 
what these elements are in themselves it skilleth not, it is enough that 
to one which take them they are the body and blood of Christ" (ibid., 
67: 12), Parris seems to be correct in asserting (against Stone's view 
that Hooker abstained from expressing his own opinion on whether the 
body was to be located in the bread or in the communicant, The Doctrine 
of the Eucharist, 2: 239) that "we must interpret these words to mean 
that to us the bread is more than bread". "Hooker's Doctrine of the 
Eucharist", p. 162. Against Dugmore's claim that Hooker "thought of 
the consecrated elements as actually imparting Christ, whole and entire" 
(The Mass and the English Reformers, p. 245), John S. Marshall has 
persuasively argued that if this were the case, Hooker would have 
understood the elements to be physical instruments, rather than moral 
instruments which function on the level of "persuasion and exhibition". 
Hooker and the Anglican Tradition (London: Adam & Charles Black, 1963), 
pp. 142-45. 
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Works of Hooker, 67: 11. 
208Ibid., 
67: 11. 
209Ibid., 
55: 6; see also, 55: 4, where Hooker denies that Christ's 
manhood is "present with all things", as is His divinity. 
210Ibid., 
67: 6,9. 
211Ibid., 
57: 4. 
2121bid., 67: 1; see also, 58: 2. 
213Ibid., 67: 5. 
214Richard 
Hooker's Doctrine of the Eucharist As It is Found in the 
Fifth Book, "Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity" (Ph. D. thesis, Union 
Theological Seminary, 1936), pp. 74-87,99. 
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Hooker and the Anglican Tradition, pp. 143-45. 
216Eucharistic 
Doctrine in England from Hooker to Waterland (London: 
SPCK, 1942), p. 19. 
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217Liturgies 
and Occasional Forms of Prayer, Set Forth in the Reign 
of Queen Elizabeth, ed., W. K. Clay, Parker Society (Cambridge: 
University Press, 1847), pp. 193-96. 
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J. Cuming, A History of Anglican Liturgy (London: Macmillan 
& Co. Ltd., 1969), p. 213. If one is to accept Davies' statement that 
the eucharistic rite of 1559 was "an attempt at comprehension and 
inclusion of the differing viewpoints" (Worship and Theology 1: 211), 
then surely this applies to variations within the boundaries of the 
'true' presence doctrine, and not to teachings such as transubstantia- 
tion and the Lutheran 'real' presence. 
219Atque 
adeo rite, digne et cum fide sumentibus, panis quem 
frangimus, est communicatio corporis Christi: similiter pocuZum 
benedictiones est communicatio sanguinis Christi. " (1563) "Insomuch 
that to suche as ryghtlie, worthyly and with fayth receave the same, the 
bread whiche we breake is a parttakyng of the body of Christe, and 
likewise the cuppe of blessing is a parttakyng of the blood of Christe. " 
(1571) Hardwick, A History of the Articles, p. 329. 
220"Corpus Christi datur, accipitur, et manducatur in coena, tantum 
coeZesti et spirituaZi ratione. Medium autem quo Corpus Christi 
accipitur, et manducatur in coena, fides est. " (1563) "The body of 
Christ is geven, taken, and eaten in the Supper only after an heavenly 
and spirituall manner: And the meane whereby the body is receaved and 
eaten in the Supper, is fayth. " (1571) Ibid., p. 331. 
221Martin 
Bucer, for example, had in 1533 described the exhibition 
of Christ's body as "coelestem & spiritualem. " Scripta Anglicana, p. 
612; Messenger, The Reformation, 1: 163. 
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See, Messenger, The Reformation, 2: 285-88 and Dugmore, The Mass 
and the English Reformers, pp. 221-23. There is a debate as to whether 
Cheyney should be called a Lutheran. B. Hall, for example, has 
described Cheyney as a "conservative Henrician" rather than a Lutheran. 
"The Early Rise and Gradual Decline", pp. 130-31. Whit pne thinks of 
Cheyney's own positive eucharistic view, howeväiA'ýým iat"'i's important is his 
objection to the article. 
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Bullinger that the 1563 Articles set forth eucharistic doctrine in 
"mutilated and imperfect" form compared to the Edwardian Articles which 
"expressly oppugned and took away the real presence". Zurich Letters, 
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significance attached to the change an the Elizabethan Articles at the 
time". The Doctrine of the Eucharist, 2: 209-10. Whatever signifi- 
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in 1567 Bishops Grindal and Horne wrote to Bullinger assuring him that 
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published, and impressed upon the people". The Reformation, 2: 288; 
Zurich Letters, 1: 180. 
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the Edwardian article only said that the sacrament is "not commanded" 
by Christ's ordinance to be reserved, carried about, etc., while the 
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that the treatise had some kind of approval by the Archbishop. 
2291bid., 
pp. 286-87. These statements are specifically directed 
against the Council of Trent and its Catechism, as Rogers' side notes 
indicate. 
23 0The 
Catholic Doctrine, p. 286. 
2311bid., 
p. 287. 
232Ibid., 
p. 288. 
2331bid.; 
for the eucharistic texts of these confessions, see, 
Niemeyer, Collectio Confessionum, pp. 95-97,112-13,120-21,338,385-86, 
518-23. 
234The 
Catholic Doctrine, pp. 292-93. 
2351bid., 
pp. 289,293. 
236Cremeans, 
The Reception of Calvinistic Thought, p. 76. Two 
Latin editions appeared in 1570, with reprints being made in 1571,1574 
and 1576. An English translation of the second 1570 edition by Thomas 
Norton was made in the same year. A Catechism Written in Latin 'Alexander 
Norwell, Dean of St. Paul's, together with the Same into English by 
Thomas Norton, ed., G. E. Corrie, Parker Society (Cambridge: University 
Press, 1853), pp. vii, ix. 
2371bid., 
pp. 213-14; Latin text, p. 91. "... so, when we 
rightly receive the Lord's Supper, with the very divine nourishment of 
his body and blood, most full of health and immortality, given to us by 
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the work of the Holy Ghost, and received of us by faith, as the mouth of 
our soul, we are continually fed and sustained to eternal life, growing 
together in them both unto one body with Christ. " Ibid., p. 214; 
Latin text, p. 93. 
239Ibid., 
p. 216; Latin text, p. 93. 
240Ibid., 
pp. 214-15; Latin text, p. 92. 
241Corrie 
states that-the catechisms of Poinet and Calvin "are 
perhaps those with which Norwell's is most frequently and verbally 
coincident". Ibid., p. vii. 
242 
cf. Calvin's The Catechisme or Manner to Teache Childrene the 
Christian Religion (Geneva, 1556), pp. 129,139-42,144-46. 
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There did, it seems, exist a lingering Lutheran element through- 
out the century even after its early decline, as is witnessed by Bishop 
Cheyney, whom we have already noted. In addition, there was a mid- 
century 'real' presence tract which expressed eucharistic doctrine in a 
decidedly Lutheran way, teaching, for example, the presence of the 
"substance" of Christ's body and blood under the forms of bread and wine, 
without recourse to transubstantiation. (This tract can be found in an 
appendix to Brooks' Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine, pp. 112-28). It is not 
impossible or unreasonable, therefore, that Cheyney stood in this 
Lutheran minority strand of English eucharistic theology. 
244To 
see this one need only look at the various Reformed 
confessions found in Niemeyer, Collectio Confessionum or Cochrane, 
Reformed Confessions of, the Sixteenth Century 
245Canones 
et Decreta Sacrosancti Oecumenici Concilii Tridentini, 
2nd. ed. (Lipsiae: Bernh. Tauchnitz, Jun., 1847), pp. 59-65; The Canons 
and Decrees of the Sacred and Oecumenical Council of Trent, trans. 
J. Waterworth (London: C. Dolman, 1848), pp. 75-84. Obviously enough, 
Trent opposed Lutheran teaching as well. 
2461n 
a letter of 23 April 1538, Melancthon had already begun to , 
place the presence of Christ in the use of the sacrament, not enclosed 
in, joined to, or mixed with the bread. CR 3: 514. (See also 
another 1538 letter. CR 3: 536. ) Yet, it is questionable whether one 
should regard his mature teaching as consistently the 'true' presence 
doctrine held by divines such as Bucer, Calvin and Bullinger, as Brooks 
has suggested (Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine, pp. 68-69), since as late as 
1560, a few years before his death, he still referred to a corporeal 
presence in the sacrament (CR 9: 1,087), and at times still seemed to 
suggest a presence in the elements (CR 9: 1,087,1,040). For these CR 
references and a discussion of Melancthon's teaching, see, E. D. Peters, 
The Origin and Meaning of the Axiom: "Nothing Has the Character of a 
Sacrament Outside of the Use" in Sixteenth-Century and Seventeenth- 
Century Lutheran Theology (Th. D. dissertation, Concordia Seminary, 
St. Louis, 1968), pp. 29-104. The Variata text reads: "De Coena 
Domini docent, quod cum pane et vino vere exhibeantur corpus et sanguis 
Christi, vescentibus in Coena Domini. " MWA 6: 19. 
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247For 
an account of these controversies, see, F. Bente, Historical 
Introductions to the Book of Concord (St. Louis: Concordia Publishing 
House, 1965), pp. 102-103,172-92. 
2481bid., 
p. 173. See, Die Bekenntnisschriften, pp. 796-803 
(Art. VII of the Epitome) and pp. 970-1,016 (Art. VII of the SOZida 
Declaratis). 
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The philosophical basis of this ma; 
has called "popular Nominalism", "thinking 
objects without further reflection" (which 
characterizing Cranmer's way of thinking)-. 
p. 422. 
be what C. C. Richardson 
of things as self-enclosed 
Richardson saw as 
"Cranmer and the Analysis", 
II: MYSTERIUM TREMENDUM 
Among the Caroline divines one finds a certain hesitation in 
discussing the nature of eucharistic presence. What one might call 
"eucharistic apophaticism", or an understanding of the sacrament as 
"nrjsterium tremendum", was the double-edged weapon by which they both 
affirmed the reality of a sacramental presence, and yet acknowledged a 
certain agnosticism with regard to the nature of that presence. 
One feature of this "apophaticism" was the repudiation, on the one 
hand, of empty symbolism, bare figurism, or what frequently has been 
labelled "Zwinglianism", 1 together with the affirmation, on the other 
-hand, of a presence of Christ's body in-the eucharist. In De Sacra 
Eucharistia, 2 for example, Saravia taught that the sacrament is not the 
remembrance of an absent Christ: Praeteritae quidem nobis Mortis et 
Passionis celebratur memoria, sed non absentis Christi, Qui nobiscum est 
usque ad consummationem saeculi. 
3 
The real and true presence is to be 
believed by the faithful, he asserted: Quod immotum inter fideles esse 
debet, tantum urgeo, nempe praesentiam realem et vercm Corporis et 
Sanguinis Domini in Coena, fidelibus credendam esse. 
4 
Similarly, Bishop Andrewes expressed belief in a eucharistic 
presence of Christ's body, both in his polemical and in his homiletical 
writings. In his 1605 Christmas sermon, for example, he described the 
eucharist as the meeting point for the incarnation of Christ and the 
deification of man - the flesh which Christ took is given. back to man 
together with the Spirit in the sacrament: 
He taking our flesh, and we receiving His Spirit; 
by His flesh which He took of us receiving His 
Spirit which He imparteth to us; that, as He by 
ours became consors humanae naturae, so we by His 
might become consortes Divinae naturae, 'partakers 
of the Divine nature'. ... With this act then of 
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mutual 'taking', taking of His flesh (Eucharist] 
as He hath taken ours [incarnation], et us seal 
our duty to Him this day, gor taking not 'Angels', 
but 'the seed of Abraham'. 
In his 1610 treatise against Bellarmine, he wrote, Praesentiam (inqua'n) 
credimus, nec minus quarr vos, ver= .... 
6 
Andrewes said in his 1615 
Christmas sermon that, while the bread and wine which Melchizedek 
brought forward were not his body and blood, the bread and wine which 
Christ brings forward are His body and blood. Christ is both the one 
who feeds (Qui passet) and that by which He feeds (Quo pascet). 
7 
Several years later (1629), he responded to Cardinal du Perron's attack 
on King James I, and in so doing, explicitly denied that the Church of 
England followed the teaching of Zwingli. In order to avoid the 
understanding of est in the sense given it by the Church of Rome, the 
Swiss reformer accepted significat as the way of understanding the 
eucharistic words of Jesus and eliminated est altogether, Andrewes 
argued. Whatever went further than significat, he rejected as tending 
toward a "carnal presence". On this account, Andrewes claimed, the 
Church of England disliked Zwingli as much as the Church of Rome-8 
In his first series of notes on the Prayer Book made in 1619 or 
shortly thereafter, 
9 
John Cosin commented on the phrase, "So to eat the 
Flesh of.... and to drink His Blood", in the Prayer of Humble Access: 
By this it may be known what our Church 
believeth and teacheth of the presence of 
Christ's Body and Blood in the Sacrament. 
And though our new masters would make the 
world believe she had another mind, yet 
we are not to follow their private fancies, 
when we have so plain and so public a 
doctrine as this. Such as are profane 
may deride it, and move what harsh and 
unsavoury questions they list about the 
eating of Christ's Body, as Berengarius 
and his followers did-C but we are of 
St. Cyprian's spirit. 
Years later, he still maintained the same unhesitating proclamation 
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of the English Church's faith in the eucharistic presence. "We 
believe", he wrote in his Concerning the Ordination of Priests, written 
sometime after 1645, that Christ "is there really, substantially, and 
truly". 
11 
The Church of England, Cosin argued, believed, maintained 
and enjoyed "Christ's sacramental Presence more purely" than did the 
Romans. 
12 
In his Historia Transubstantiationis PapaZis, written most 
likely in 1656, he claimed that the dominical words, "This is my body; 
This is my blood", were held and acknowledged by the universal Church to 
be true and infallible. If anyone were to oppose, reject or qualify 
them as meaning a mere figment or bare figure, he ought not to be 
excused or permitted to be within the Church of England: 
Si quis autem contrarium affirmaverit, auf 
veracitatem Christi irjdubium vocare ausus 
fuerit; dictisve Ejus fidem derogarit, nec 
its adsensum suum praebuerit, (nisi per 
figmentum et nudam figuram expositis et 
detortis, ) ilium in Ecclesiis nostris nec 
tolerarei3nec excusare, veZ possumus, veZ 
debemus. 
In one passage, moreover, Cosin associated empty symbolism with 
faithlessness, arguing that while the Fathers called the eucharist 
elements "figures", "signs", "types", "resemblances", etc., they were 
not so faithless as to believe that they were nuda signa, auf 
elementa. 
14 
No Protestant, he claimed, denied the realis, Vera, et non 
imaginaria praesentia Corporis et Sanguinis Christi. 
15 
Richard Montague, in his 1624 treatise, A Gagg for the New Gos ell? 
No: A New Gagg for an Old Goose, written against a Roman controversial- 
ist (either Matthew Kellison or John Heigham), 
16 
rejected the accusation 
that the Church of England held the opinion that the eucharistic bread 
is only a figure of the body: 
Mad Papist, that imputest to poor Protestants, 
an Idoll, a Chimaera of thy owne brain; that 
The bread is but a figure, and no more, Of 
ý: ý 
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Christ Is body. Protestants say it is not: 
they never said it. As commonly it happeneth, 
that all Reformations or Innovations are upon 
and into extremes: so some happely have, that 
departed long since from the Church of Rome. 
But what is that to our Church, that publiquely, 
privately, all Bd some, directly maintains the 
clean contrary. 
Montague explicitly identified this "figurist" interpretation of the 
sacrament with Zwingli and Oecolampadius and expressed his dissatisfac- 
tion and condemnation by saying, "... so wee doo not like nor yeeld 
assent unto that jejune and macilent conceit of Zwinglius and 
Oecolampadius: whereby men account of this Sacrament, but onely as of 
a bare shadow, emptie & void, and destitute of Christ". 
18 
A bare 
figure, he argued, is "but a phantasme", but it is certain that Christ 
gives "substance, and really subsisting essence". 
19 
The Church of 
England, he claimed, teaches that the sacrament is more than a bare 
figure: 
Sir, we acknowledge right willingly, and 
professe, that in the blessed Sacrament (as 
you call it, of the Altar) the Body and 
BZoud of our Saviour Christ is really 
participated & communicated; and by means 
of that real participation, life fror7Chim 
and in him conveied into our soules. 
A year later in 1625, Montague's theological skills were turned 
towards another enemy, the Puritans, who had accused him of writing 
about the sacrament in a way "verse Popishly". 
21 
He retorted in his 
AppelZo Caesarem that his accusers must be "Figurists, Significatists 
and Symbolists". 
22 
To label his teaching Popish, he said, was either 
the result of ignorance or of "malice Puritanicall". Moreover, such 
accusation revealed the complainers to be "meer Sacrarnentaries or worse, 
that denie CHRIST'S Body and his Blood to be in the Sacrament (I dare 
call it so in despight of detraction) of the Altar". 
23 
Here it can be 
seen that the worst label which Montague could attach to his enemies in 
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the sacramental dispute was that of deniers of the eucharistic presence. 
"Zwinglianism" or empty symbolism was clearly outside the boundaries of 
his understanding of sacramental orthodoxy. 
Another clear renunciation of "memorialism" was made by William 
Forbes in his Considerationes, written sometime between 1531 and 1534, 
but not published until 1658. He rejected what he called the Sententia 
ZwingZii, quarr TheoZogi Tiguri. ni mordicus retinuerunt ac defenderunt. 
24 
This teaching he defined as belief that Christ is present'in the 
eucharist only by the contemplation of faith, that there is no miracle 
since Christ is present by the life-giving Spirit efficaciously and 
spiritually, and that the sacramental union consists totally in 
signification: ... Christum scilicet, contempZatione tantum 
fidei esse 
in Eucharistia praesentem; NuZZum hic miracuZo locum dandum esse, cure 
sciamus qua ratione Christus coenae suae adsit, nimirum Spiritu 
vivificante, spiritualiter et efficaciter: unionem sacramenta: em in 
significatione tot= consistere..... 
25 
Such a doctrine, Forbes 
asserted, is by no means to be approved of (minime probanda est) since 
it is directly opposed to Scripture and the general understanding of the 
Fathers, as had been proved by others a thousand times over (quema&rodum 
millies ab aliis demonstratum est). 
26 
Nevertheless, he acknowledged, some theologians had advocated it, 
such as the Italian, Ludovicus Alamannus (floruit 1566) 
27 
and the 
Remonstrants in their Apologia pro Confessione Remonstrantium! go71tra 
Censuras Quatuor TheoZogorum Leydensium. The latter had explicitly 
cited Zwingli as optimum hujus ceremoniae doctorem, an opinion which 
Forbes found to be most gravely erring. Moreover, they had even 
labelled that which was taught by Calvin and his followers concerning 
communion with the physica corporis et sanguinis Christi substantia (to 
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use the words of Forbes) as vanity, absurdity and the fountain of 
idolatry. 
28 
It was not surprising, according to Forbes, that these 
hodierni Novatores who held such abject opinions concerning this most 
august sacrament (de hoc augustissimo Sacramento) should find nothing in 
it at which they could wonder. 
The Fathers, on the other hand, looked on the eucharist with holy 
awe as tremendum mysterium, because they believed that the worthy 
communicant truly and really takes into himself the body and blood of 
Christ (Vere et realiter corpus et sanguinem Christi in se ... sumere) 
in a spiritual, miraculous and imperceptible manner (modo quodarn 
spirituaZi, miracuZoso et imperceptibiZi). 
29 
Forbes identified his 
eucharistic doctrine with those Protestants who accepted a true, real 
and substantial presence of Christ's body: Tutissima et rectissima 
videtur iZlorum Protestantium aZiorumque sententia, qui corpus et 
sanguinern Christi vere, realiter, et substantiaZiter in Eucharistia 
adesse et sumi existimant, imo firmissime credunt... 
30 As can be seen, 
Forbes both rejected the "radical left-wing" of eucharistic thinking' 
and defended Christ's presence in the sacrament. 
In 1639, Laud argued against Fisher the Jesuit that Protestants 
believed in the "true and substantial presence of Christ in the 
Eucharist", 
3l 
and that "for the Church of England, nothing is more plain, 
than that it believes and teaches the true and real presence of Christ 
in the Eucharist". 32 In a footnote, he cited both the Articles of 
Religion and the Prayer Book as evidence for this claim. Appealing to 
Article XXVII, he argued, "So here is the manner of transubstantiation 
denied, but the body of Christ twice affirmed. "33 He then appealed to 
two prayers as affirming the "true and real presence of Christ in the 
Eucharist". The first was the Prayer of Humble Access with these words, 
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"Grant us, gracious Lord, so to eat the Flesh of Thy dear Son Jesus 
Christ and to drink His Blood.... "34 The second was a post-communion 
prayer which contains the following: "We give Thee thanks, for that 
Thou dost vouchsafe to feed us, which have duly received these holy 
mysteries, with the spiritual food of the most precious Body and Blood 
of Thy Son our Saviour Jesus Christ.... ""35 
None of the "learned Protestants" in Queen Mary's time denied the 
real presence, Laud claimed, although Archbishop Cranmer was "indeed of 
another opinion, and inclining to that of Zwinglius, till Bishop Ridley 
convinced his judgement and settled him in this point". 
36 
This latter 
statement was either an historical blunder on Laud's part or a deliberate 
re-working of material in order to make Cranmer say the opposite of what 
he actually said. The reference alluded to by Laud is that of Cranmer's 
examination before Bishop Brooks, in which Cranmer was accused of 
holding three different eucharistic doctrines during his lifetime and 
was then asked which of these three he taught when he condemned Lambert 
(John Nicholson) in 1538. Cranmer said that he held the "papists' 
doctrine". To the Roman bishop's charge that he became a Zwinglian 
after having been a Lutheran, Cranmer, who denied any such intermediate 
stage, said, "I grant that then I believed otherwise than I do now - and 
so I did, until my lord of London, Doctor Ridley, did confer with me, 
and by sundry persuasions and authorities of doctors, drew me quite 
from my opinion. "37 Laud ostensibly interpreted this "I believed 
otherwise" as an inclination toward Zwinglianism from which Ridley drew 
Cranmer, rather than a reference to transubstantiation from which 
Ridley convinced him. Cranmer's antecedent assertion that he "taught 
but two contrary doctrines"38 provides the context for understanding this 
passage in the latter sense instead of the former sense maintained by 
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Laud. Whatever the reasons may have been for Laud's interpretation of 
Cranmer's progression in eucharistic doctrine, it is clear that he was 
concerned to exonerate the Church of England from charges of 
"Zwinglianism", and to affirm a presence of Christ in the sacrament. 
Jeremy Taylor, likewise, renounced "Zwinglianism" as an appropriate 
description of the teaching of the Church of England. In his 1649 
comments on the words of distribution in sixteenth-century prayer books, 
he argued that the phrase, "Take and eat this in remembrance that Christ 
died for thee, and feed on him in thy heart by faith, with thanksgiving", 
in the second Prayer Book Edward VI (1552) replaced the formula, "The 
body of our Lord Jesus Christ which was given for thee, preserve thy 
body and soul unto everlasting life", as found in the first Edwardian 
Prayer Book (1549), "lest the people, accustomed to the opinion of 
transubstantiation and the appendant practices, should retain the same 
doctrine upon intimation of the first clause". 
39 
This did not imply, 
however, that the Church of England accepted "Zwinglianism" in place of 
the Roman teaching: 
But, in the beginning of Queen Elizabeth's reign, 
when certain persons of the Zw. inglian opinion would 
have abused the Church with sacramentary doctrine, 
and pretended the Church of England had declared for 
it in the second clause of 1552, the wisdom of the 
Church thought it expedient to join both clauses; 
the first, lest the Church should be suspected to be 
of the sacramentary opinion; the latter, lest she 
should be mistaken as a patroness of transubstantia- 
tion; and both these with so much temper and 
sweetness, that by her care she rather prevented all 
mistakes, than, by any positive declarations in her 
prayers, engaged herself upon either side, that she 
might pray to4Sod, without strife and contention with 
her brethren. 
Here Taylor came to the rescue of the 1552 service, exonerating it from 
the charge of "Zwinglian", but hinting that it contained certain 
weaknesses in that direction, which the Elizabethan Prayer Book remedied. 
What is significant is that he argued for a-via media in the eucharistic 
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doctrine of the English Church, a via media somewhere between Rome and 
Zurich (N. B.: not Geneva! ) which rejected bare figurism. 
In his 1654 The Real and Spiritual Presence of Christ in the 
Blessed Sacrament, Taylor taught that "it is really Christ's body, 
which is verily and indeed taken of the faithful in the Lord's Supper". 
41 
Like Cosin, Taylor went so far as to argue that the Church of England 
was the true defender of the real presence: 
... so we may say of the blessed sacrament, 
'Christ is more truly and really present in 
spiritual presence than in corporal, in the 
heavenly effect than in the natural being; ' 
this, if it were at all, can be but the less 
perfect; and, therefore, we are, to the most 
real purposes, and in the proper sense of 
Scripture, the more real defenders of th 2real 
presence of Christ in the sacrament;.... 
Of the eight theologians under consideration, Thorndike was the 
most condemnatory of empty symbolism, the proponents of which he 
labelled as "Socinians" and "Sacramentaries" in his 1659 Epilogue. 
This teaching, he claims, asserts that the sacrament is "no more than 
a mere sign, and the celebration and communion thereof, barely, the 
renewing of our Christian profession of believing in Christ crucified, 
Whom it representeth, importing no spiritual grace at all to be 
tendered by it from God". 
43 
In one passage, Thorndike stated that 
those who understand the eucharist to have been instituted only for a 
sign to confirm the faith by which one believes himself to be justified 
or predestined are unable to consecrate the eucharist and to receive 
the body of Christ by it, even if they maintain the traditional form of 
consecration. "Sacrilege they must committ", he asserted, "in abusing 
God's ordinance to that intent, for which He never appointed it; but 
sacrament there would be none, further than their own imagination. 1144 
These words were directed by Thorndike against his immediate adversaries, 
the Puritan overthrowers of the established Church. 
45 
More importantly, 
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however, they express his attitude toward any reduction of the 
eucharist to the level of a mere sign to confirm faith. "Sacramentar- 
ianism", according to Thorndike, is not only a wrong teaching, but one 
which destroys or invalidates the sacrament. 
On the positive side of his theology, Thorndike was adamant in his 
assertion of a eucharistic presence. The Scriptures, he claimed, 
compel one to accept "the truth of Christ's Body and Blood, brought 
forth and made to be in the sacrament of the eucharist by making it to 
be that sacrament". 
46 
God's "tendering" of the communion of the 
sacrifice of Christ upon the cross-to communicants, implied for 
Thorndike that there is "another presence of the Body and Blood of our 
Lord in the sacrament, beside that spiritual 
47 
presence in the soul". 
The "representation" of Christ's sacrifice in the eucharist implies a 
particular kind of presence. It does not mean "the figuring or 
resembling of that which is signified", but implies what it did in 
Roman law "when a man is said representare pecuniam, who pays ready 
money". The meaning, he argued, is derived from a re praesenti (from 
the present thing) rather than from the preposition re (again). The 
import of this distinction for Thorndike was that the eucharist does 
not present again or signify to a man's senses a past event, but 
involves "the tendering of that to a man's possession, which is tendered 
him upon the place". 
48 
This interpretation of "representation" 
contrasts strongly with the "memorialistic" understanding of the 
eucharist and served to affirm the reality of a sacramental presence, 
which Thorndike also described as "the Bodily Flesh and Blood of Christ 
by mystical representation and by spiritual grace". 
49 
While there is much variety in the language employed by these 
Anglican churchmen to affirm the presence of Christ's body and blood in 
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the sacrament, e. g., "true", "real", "substantial", "spiritual", 
"mystical", and while it is not possible, as yet, to draw any clear 
conclusions concerning the content and meaning of these terms, let it 
suffice for the moment to recognize that whatever else they may or may 
not have meant, they were convinced that in some sense Christ's body 
and blood are the res of the sacrament. Even here, however, one must 
be careful not to limit the word "sacrament", since up to this point no 
unambiguous definition can be given as to whether they meant sacrament 
as object, i. e., the elements, or sacrament as action, i. e., 
consecration and communion. 
By rejecting the teaching that the eucharist is only a sign or 
figure of the absent Christ, and by affirming a eucharistic participa- 
tion in Christ's body and blood, these Anglicans showed themselves to be 
in continuity, first of all, with the sixteenth-century Anglican 'true' 
presence doctrine, which we looked at in the previous chapter. 
50 
Without belabouring the matter, one can say that they were also one with 
the Roman Catholics, Eastern Orthodox, Lutherans and Calvinists on this 
point. 
51 
Nor should they be contrasted with the English Puritans of 
either the previous century or their own. The great Puritan divine, 
William Perkins (1558-1602), for example, in his treatise, A Reformed 
Catholike (first published in 1597), wrote, "We hold and beleeve a 
presence of Christ's bodie and blood in the sacrament of the Lords 
Supper: and that no fained, but a true and reall presence... " 
52 
Another Puritan, Richard Crakanthrope (1567-1624) who "became 
conspicuous among the puritanical party for his great powers as a 
disputant and a 
53 
preacher", similarly argued in his Defensio EceZesia 
Anglicanae (written some time after 1622, but not published until 1625) 
that the sacrament not only signifies Christ's body but exhibits the 
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true body of Christ instrumentally to those who believe (sed creditibus, 
instrumentalfiter sed spirituaZiter, exhibens verwn Christi corpus) . 
54 
While different sacramental emphases might have existed between the 
"Anglicans" and the "Puritans", 
55 
as John F. H. New has pointed out, 
both were equally intolerant of the teaching that the sacramental 
elements are only signs or figures. 
56 
What we have discussed so far is simply the sine qua non of 
Caroline eucharistic thinking -a presence of Christ in the sacrament. 
However they developed their teaching, this remained its foundation. 
The issue of whether or not there is a eucharistic presence was not 
their major concern, as it had been in the early stages of the 
reformation. What occupied their attention was how one should, or as 
equally important, should not, speak about the. modus of this presence. 
- The second edge of their apophatic weapon dealt with the latter concern 
the recognition of an incomprehensible and indefinable depth to the 
sacramental presence. 
At the beginning of the seventeenth century, Saravia had argued in 
his unpublished De Sacra Eucharistia that one should not inquire too 
curiously or too carnally into what kind of presence this might be: 
Cujusmodi autem ilia sit, non est curiosius crassiusve inquirendum. 
57 
Let it be sufficient, he wrote, to understand from God's Word that in 
mysteries there is given to the senses "seals" and "testimonies" of an 
"incomprehensible" presence: Sufficiat igitur nobis nos intelligere ex 
Verbo Dei, sensibus nostris in mgsteriis data esse sigiZZa et 
testimonia praesentiae nobis incomprehensibiZis Corporis et Sanguinis 
Domini;.... 58 With eyes still directed toward the continental dispute 
between Lutherans and Calvinists, Saravia was concerned with promoting 
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a reconciliation between the two. Why should one be thought to sin by 
believing that Christ, sitting at the right hand of the Father, feeds us 
on earth by the power of His deity with His body and blood, without 
bringing them locally to earth where the eucharist is celebrated (the 
Calvinist and English position), he asked. 
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Or, how does one sin by 
believing that Christ wills to be present with His body in His mysteries 
and to enter by a divine, spiritual, heavenly and supernatural manner 
the roof of the communicant's mouth, so that His body might fill the 
whole man with His deity (the Lutheran teaching)? 
60 
Concerning this 
latter position, Saravia remarked that if there be any error, it was a 
pious error, and that in his judgement there was no impiety in believing 
its possibility: Si quis hic error est, plus. Id quidem non posse 
fieri contenditur: id tarnen, meo judicio, fieri non impie creditur. 
61 
Despite the differences between the two parties, no one who had a proper 
understanding denied the real presence; the controversy concerned only 
the mode of that presence: Sed praesentia hujus cibi potusque realis 
non negatur ab its qui rette sapiunt, quaecunque tandem Ma sit. De 
praesentia modo soZa videtur esse controversia. 
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Saravia's approach was one which certainly had much in common with 
earlier Reformed evaluations of the eucharistic conflict. Calvin, for 
example, had also described the communion which the communicant has with 
the body of Christ as incomprehensible (Car, comme ainsi soit que ce 
nous soit une chose incomprehensible, non-seuZement, ä Z'oeil, mais ä 
nostre sens nature 1, que Za communication que nous avons au corps de 
Iesus Christ, eile nous est Za visibZement monstree. 
63), 
and had claimed 
that the only question between the Reformed and the Lutherans was one of 
mode, with the Lutherans placing Christ in the bread and the Reformed 
refusing to do so (Parquoy nostre question ou different est seulement de 
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la facon, pounce que noz adversaires veulent leger Iesus Christ au pain, 
et nous disons qu'iZ nest pas Zicite de Za retirer du cieZ. 
64) At the 
1557 Worms Colloquy, the French and Swiss Reformed had said to their 
Lutheran counterparts that the mode of Christ's presence in the 
sacrament was known to God alone (qui soli Deo eognitus), 
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and that the 
controversy between the two parties did not concern the presence itself, 
but only its manner: Etsi quid nobis forte cum vere piis ac doctis 
controversiae eat, non de re ipsa, id eat, de praesentia, sed de mode 
praesentiae duntaxat, qui soli Deo cognitus est, a nobis autem creditur, 
disceptatur. 66 
That Saravia should have adopted this approach to the Lutheran- 
Calvinist conflict is not surprising, since he had spent thirty years of 
his life in the Reformed tradition without, however, it seems, having 
evinced any antagonism toward Lutheranism. 
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So much was he part of 
that tradition that he had been one of the contributors to the 
formulation of the 1561 Confessio BeZgica, which also described Christ's 
presence in the eucharist as according to a manner which surpasses man's 
understanding and which is hidden and incomprehensible. 
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However else 
Saravia may have diverged from the Reformed eucharistic tradition, he 
continued its argument that the dispute between Lutherans and Reformed 
was unnecessary, since both were agreed on the presence itself, 
differing only on the manner, which was in fact incomprehensible. 
A few years later, in 1610, Andrewes used a similar argument, but 
orientated in a different direction - towards Rome. The Church of 
England, he claimed, believes no less than does the Church of Rome in 
the true presence, but with regard to its manner, she does not define 
anything too rashly, nor does she anxiously inquire into the matter, 
any more than she attempts to investigate how the blood of Christ 
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washes the recipient of baptism or how the human nature is united to the 
divine nature in the'persön of Christ: 
Praesentiam (inquam) credimus, nec minus quam vos, 
veram, De modo praesentiae niZ teurere definimus, 
addo, nec anxie inquirimus; non magis quarr, in 
baptismo nostro, quomodo abluat nos sanguis 
Christi: non magis quarr, in Christi incarnatione 
quomodo naturae Divigae humano in eandem 
hypestasin uniatur. 
Concerning the object of the presence, there is no disagreement, he 
asserted. Whether the body is present in, con, sub or trans cannot be 
determined from the Word of God, and consequently, questions concerning 
the mode of presence should not be placed on the level of de fide: 
Nam, quod Cardinalem non latet, 'nisi volentem ut 
ultro', dixit Christus, 'Hoc est corpus meum: ' 
Non, 'Hoc modo, hoc est corpus meum. ' Nobis 
autem vobiscum de objecto conventi; de modo, Zis 
omnis est: De, 'Hoc est, ' Fide firma tenemus, 
quod sit: De, 'Hoc modo est, ' (nempe Transubstan- 
tio in corpus pane) de modo, quo fiat ut sit, per, 
sive 'In, ' sive 'Con, ' sive 'Sub, ' sive 'Trans') 
nuZZum inibi verbum est. Et quia verbum nuZZum, 
merito a fide abZegamus procuZ: inter 'Scita 
SchoZae'? 6ortasse, inter 'Fides ArticuZos' non 
ponimus. 
We must pause here momentarily before going on to other Caroline 
divines in order to raise the question of the significance of these 
statements. Was Andrewes here suggesting that the gulf between 
Anglican and Roman teaching on the eucharistic presence was not sQ great 
as many had considered? Was he opening up a new direction in 
seventeenth-century English sacramental theology? 
Inasmuch as he was urging a certain relaxation of the kinds of 
questions involved in the sixteenth-century eucharistic dispute, he was 
following in the steps of the great Elizabethan, Richard Hooker, who had 
previously written, "... sith we all agree that by the sacrament Christ 
doth really and truly in us perform his promise, why do we vainly 
trouble ourselves with so fierce contentions whether by consubstantiation 
E 
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or else by transubstantiation..... whether with, change or without 
alteration of the element such as they imagine we need not greatly to 
care nor inquire. "71 - Certainly Andrewes could have had access to 
Hooker's Ecclesiastical Polity (Book 5), since it was published in 1597; 
moreover, at some later stage 
pheb U`ained the 1617-18 edition for his 
own library. 
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It should also be pointed out that nine years before 
Andrewes' Responsio, Christopher Sutton had published a work, Godly 
Meditations upon the Most Holy Sacrament of the Lordes Supper (1601), 
in which he had urged less meddling in the "how" of the eucharistic 
presence and had castigated Rome precisely because she had attempted to 
search out the unsearchable and had "sette downe a manner howe Christ is 
present in the Sacrament". 
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The similarities with what Andrewes was 
to say nine years later are obvious. 
Something which is significant and which has frequently been 
overlooked by both Andrewes' detractors and supporters from the 
seventeenth century onwards is that his teaching that Anglicans 
differed from Romans only concerning the mode of presence had been 
previously claimed even by the Puritan divine, William Perkins. 
1597 "A Reformed Catholike", Perkins had written: 
We differ not from the Roman Church 
touching the presence itselfe, but onely in 
the manner of presence. For though we hold 
a reall presence of Christs bodie and blood 
in the sacrament, yet does we not take it to 
be locall, bodily, or substa)hiall, but 
spirituall and mysticall.... 
In a certain respect, then, Andrewes was saying no more than his 
In his 
English predecessors had already said. But did he mean exactly the 
same thing? 
Already in the seventeenth century there were two very different 
interpretations of his reduction of the controversy to a question of the 
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manner of presence, rather than of the presence itself. The Lutheran 
divine, Johann Gerhard in his Loci Theologici (1610-1622), for example, 
argued that there were two ways in which the Calvinists denied the true, 
real and substantial presence of Christ's body and blood in the 
eucharist. Some openly and without any ambiguity taught the absence 
of the body and blood; others put forward the same teaching, but much 
more carefully, under the guise of their assertion that the question 
concerned only the modus praesentiae, and not the presence itself, non 
de ipsa praesentia. 
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Among the examples of this latter sort, Gerhard 
cited Bishop Andrewes' statement (as quoted by Casaubon) that the 
conflict between the Church of England and the Church of Rome concerned 
only the manner and not the presence itself. 
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As can be seen, Gerhard 
interpreted Andrewes' claim simply as another example of the attempt by 
Reformed theologians to cover up their fundamental denial of the real 
presence of Christ's body. 
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A second interpretation of Andrewes' teaching, however, was that it 
was a clever cover-up for a eucharistic doctrine very close to that of 
the Roman Church. Thomas Bayly (? -1657? ), a Roman Catholic himself, 
claimed that Andrewes, along with others of the "more ingenious and 
learned" Protestants, found themself persuaded by the historical- 
testimonies of the ancient Church to affirm the truth of the "reall 
presence". In order, however, to "keep up their credit, with their own 
party", they argued against Rome that the strife concerned only the 
manner of presence, and not the real presence itself. (Bayly cited 
Andrewes' statements on this matter. ) He went on to say that these 
"shifts" were "too pitifull" and that eventually these Anglicans would 
recognize that the manner, as well as the matter, of the real presence 
was taught by the early Fathers. 
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Bayly seems to have considered 
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that certain theologians within the Church of England really believed 
the thing signified by the Roman teaching of transubstantiation, without 
committing themselves either to the name or to the precise manner 
implied by transubstantiation. 
Like Andrewes before him, John Cosin in his 1619 notes on the 
Prayer Book also taught an inscrutibility concerning the nature of 
Christ's presence in the eucharist. The body and blood of Christ are, 
he claimed, "really and substantially" "present", "exhibited" and 
"given", not according to a "physical and sensual, but after a heavenly 
and invisible and incomprehensible manner". 
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When he came to 
commenting on the phrase found in the 1604 Catechism, "The body and 
blood of Christ, which are verily and in deed taken and received of the 
faithfull in the Lordes Supper", he concluded that he could not "see 
where any real difference is betwixt us about this real presence, if we 
would give over the study of contradiction, and understand one another 
aright. "80 The "betwixt us" in this statement refers explicitly to 
the Churches of England and Rome. 
If "taking refuge in the concept of the mysterium tremendum" was a 
characteristic of those whom C. W. Dugmore called the "High Churchmen", 
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then even in his later life when he had become a "Central Churchman" 
(according to Dugmore), Cosin still maintained this characteristic from 
his earlier days. In his Concerning the Ordination of Priests (1645), 
he taught that Christ is present in the eucharist "really, substantially, 
and truly, after an incomprehensible way of being", which is the reason 
why the manner of transubstantiation was not admitted in the English 
Church: "we profess we know not how to explicate the manner". 
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The 
Roman Church, he argued, by attempting to "declare and unfold" the manner 
of the eucharistic presence, had destroyed the nature of a mystery, whose 
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nature it is not to be declared, nor the manner of it unfolded to us". 
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"We know well", he wrote, "that Christ said, 'This is My Body', not, 
that after this manner it was His Body: - we believe verily that it is 
so. " This did not mean, however, that one was compelled to believe 
that this occurred by transubstantiation "or after any other manner, 
whether in, or with, or under the bread". 
84 The similarity between 
these words of Cosin and what Andrewes had written in his Responsio more 
than thirty years earlier is obvious. We know that Cosin had in his 
own library a copy of Andrewes' Responsio, although it is not possible 
to determine exactly when he obtained it. 
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If there is any doubt, 
however, that Cosin was borrowing from Andrewes, the following passage 
should eliminate it: 
"We believe, I say, the Real Presence no less 
than they the Romans do: of the manner how, 
we dare not (as they do) so rashly define that, 
which we can never understand. Nor indeed 
are we curious to enquire into the manner, (it 
being an incomprehensible, great mystery, 
hidden from us, ) no more than to enquire into 
the mystery of Baptism, how the Blood of 
Christ there washeth away our sins, no more 
than to enquire into the mystery of Christ's 
Incarnation, how the Divine and huý9n nature 
are united together in one Person. 
Even a casual comparison between this passage and the Latin text from 
Andrewes' Responsio cited earlier reveals the source of Cosin's 
teaching. 
Cosin continued this theme in his 1647 A Declaration of the Ancient 
Catholic Faith: 
... our difference from them 
[the Romans] of 
his owne partie laying only in the manner, how 
He is present, and how wee eate and drink him, 
(which manner, holding us to the veritie of the 
thing itselfe, with the ancient Fathers, wee 
are neither abýq to define, nor curious to 
search out)... 
In his still later treatise, Historia Transubstantiationis Papaiis,. in 
Iý 
which he exposited most clearly the eucharistic presence, he still 
96 
claimed, however, not, -to'search. into its manner: 
Modem vero praesentiae Corporis Sanguinisque 
Domini in S. Eucharistia nos, qui protestantes 
sumus, et ad normam priscae ac CathoZicae 
EccZesiae reformati, anxie non scrutamur; sed 
(quod fecit prima et purissima Dei EccZesia) 
eum sapientiae et potentiae Domini comrnittimus, 
Ejusque verbis acquiescimug$ et assensum vera 
ac indubia fide praebemus. 
In this work, Cosin again cited Andrewes' statement that the Church of 
England agreed with the Church of Rome concerning the objectum in the 
eucharist and differed with her only with regard to the modus. 
89 This 
time he acknowledged the Bishop as the source. 
There can be little doubt that with regard to this aspect of 
eucharistic teaching - that of the nlysterium tremendum with the 
simultaneous reduction of the eucharistic dispute between Anglicanism 
and Romanism to that of manner of presence - Cosin was standing in the 
same stream as Bishop Andrewes. It can also be pointed out that by the 
time he had written his later works, he had come to know, either 
personally or through their writings, other Caroline divines who were 
also in that stream. 
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One such divine was Richard Montague. In his polemical writings 
of the 1620s, he, likewise, maintained that the English Church did not 
differ from the Roman Church in the matter of the presence itself, but 
only in the modus, which was inscrutible. To his Roman opponent in 
A New Gagg for an old Goose, he wrote, "But the divell bred you in a 
Faction, and brought you up in a Faction, and sent you abroad to do him 
service in maintaining a Faction: otherwise acknowledge, there is, 
there need bee, no difference in the point of reall presence. "91 
Christ is able, he argued, to bring about a "reall participation" in His 
body and blood "by that mighty working, whereby hee is able to doo 
whatsoever he hath said. We are not sollicitous for manner how he 
worketh it; not daring to pry into the Secret Counsels of the-most 
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High". 
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This communication is "inexplicable" and "unutterable"; "we 
confesse it: we believe it: we cannot comprehend it", he argued. 
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The words of institution, he claimed, warrant belief that "the very body 
of Christ" is received in the sacrament, but do not disclose "per modum 
Co», or Trans, or any other like". 
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The following year (1625), after having been accused of writing 
"verse Popishly" on the eucharist, he again asserted that the difference 
between the Church of England and the Church of Rome was only about the 
manner of Christ's presence. Agreement could be reached if it were not 
for the "factious and unquiet spirits on both sides". 
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"The disagree- 
went is only de modo praesentiae: the thing is yeelded to on either 
side, that there is in the holy Eucharist a Reafl presence". Montague 
maintained. 
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Similarly, "... seeing both confesse that which is 
enough, This is my Body, and contend merely about the MODUS, How it is 
my Body". 
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In order to show that this assessment of the conflict was 
not unknown in the English Church, Montague appealed to a number of 
authors, including Richard Hooker and Bishop Andrewes. Concerning the 
former, he wrote: 
Incomparable Hooker, that Puritanomastix 
might well say, and you in your right witts 
would subscribe it thus: Seeing that by 
opening the severaZZ opinions which have beene 
held, they are growne, for ought I can see, on 
all sides at the length to a generall agreement 
concerning that which alone is materiall, 
namely the real participation of CHRIST, and 
of life in his body and blood by rneanes of this 
Sacrament, wherefore should the world continue 
still distracted (yes to please the humors, and 
serve the turnes of Iesuites and Puritans) and 
rent with so manifold contentions, when there 
remayneth now no controversie, saving only about 
the subject where CHRIST is? Yea, even in 
this point neyther side denyeth, but that the 
souZe of ign is the receptacle of CHRISTS 
presence. 
With regard to Bishop Andrewes (whom he habitually referred to as "our 
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Gamaliel" while Andrewes was Bishop of Winchester99), Montague claimed 
that he had gained his own understanding of this point from him: 
And the reverend and learned Answerer unto 
BELLARMINES Apologie, cometh home to the 
Faith, or Popery if you will, condemned in 
M. MONTAGU, who learned it of him and such 
as he is. Nobis vobiscum de OBIECTO convenit, 
de modo Lis omnis est. You understand not 
objectum and modum heer: take his owne 
application, to the purpose. PRAESENTIAM 
inquam credimus, non minus quarr vos VE M. 
MODO PRAESENTIAE nil teurere definimus. 
Montague, moreover, appealed to. those divines standing in the 
Reformed 'true' presence tradition, including Calvin and Bishop Thomas 
Morton of Lichfield (1564-1659). The latter was to become Montague's 
major opponent in the 1626 conference and debate at York House in 
London, which resulted from the controversy aroused by : 'ontague's 
books. 
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And to them [Andrewes and BilsonJ agreeth Bishop 
MORTON, p. 93. The Question is not concerning 
a Real Presence, which Protestants, as their own 
Iesuits witnesse, doe also professe. 
FORTUNATUS a Protestant holding that Christ is in 
the sacrament MOST REALLY: verissime, realissime 
are his words. CALVIN teaching that the 
Presence of CHRISTS Bodie in respect of the 
souZes of the faithfuZZ, is TRULY in this 
Sacrament, and substantially recej85d. with 
whom BEZA and SADAEL doe consent. 
Needless to say, not all Englishmen were fond of the notion of the 
inscrutibility of the eucharistic presence, particularly when it was 
linked with the suggestion that the sacramental difference between 
England and Rome was insignificant. In 1626 there appeared, for 
example, an anonymous tract entitled A Second Parallel together with a 
Writ of Error Sued against the Appealer, which attacked Montague on 
these points. Montague, the tract argued, differed from the Church of 
England in three ways: 1) He taught there is no difference between Rome 
and England concerning the real presence itself, whereas ". there is a 
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maine difference; and most of our Martyrs dyed rather, than they would 
acknowledge the Popish reall presence"; 2) He taught that the manner is 
unutterable, whereas the "Church of England defineth the manner", i. e., 
a spiritual and heavenly manner (here the author(s) appealed to article 
28 of the Articles of Religion and Bishop Jewel's teaching); 3) He 
taught that transubstantiation and consubstantiation are indifferent 
matters, whereas "the Church of England expressly condemneth transubstan- 
tiation, as a grosse and dangerous error". 
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As can be seen, Montague 
was here accused of betraying the 'true' presence doctrine of the 
English Church by his use of a mysterrium tremendum idea, and moving 
closer to, or opening the way for, Roman teaching. 
Less than a decade later and north of Gretna Green, William Forbes 
was thinking along lines similar to those of Saravia, Andrewes, Cosin 
and Montague. In his Considerationes Modestae, he argued that while 
belief in a true, real and substantial presence is correct, this 
presence is incomprehensible to the human intellect, known only to God 
and not revealed even in the Scriptures: ... sed modo 
humano ingenio 
incomprehensibiZi, ac muZto magis inexorabili, soli Deo noto, et in 
Scripturis nobis non revelato... 
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It is a tremendum nVJsterium and a 
communication of Christ's body and blood modo quodam spirituali, 
miracuZoso et imperceptibiZi, according to Forbes. 
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Among the 
divines whom he cited to support these ideas are included John Calvin, 
Theodore Beza, Philip Melancthon and his followers, Caspar Cruciger, 
Martin Bucer, Caspar Hedio, and the Reformed deputies at the 1577 Worms 
Colloquy. 106 
Forbes also insisted that the issue with Rome concerned the manner 
of presence, not the presence itself, and appealed to Andrewes (whose 
relevant passages from the Responsio he quoted in full), Hooker and 
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Montague, among others, for support. 
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Moreover, he rejected Bishop 
Morton's view, found in his 1631 Of the Institution of the Sacrament, 
that no sound Protestant (and undoubtedly Morton had Montague in mind) 
could rightly think it possible to tolerate or reconcile the Romans 
upon the pretence that the eucharistic controversy concerned only a 
question of modus. 
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The more rigid Protestants (Protestantes 
rigidiores) who attacked the Roman and Lutheran eucharistic doctrines as 
heretical, impious and blasphemous had been refuted both by the 
defenders of these doctrines and by those who were anxious for the 
unity of the Church, Forbes claimed. 
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While Forbes acknowledged 
that some Romans and Lutherans had written grossly on the question of 
real presence with its oral manducation of Christ's body, others had 
written soberly and modestly (sobrie et modeste). They should not be 
attacked and condemned as Capernaites, flesh-eaters, Christ-murderers or 
drinkers of blood (Capernaitas, carnivoros, CM-isticidas, 
aLuazonözag), 
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These names, Forbes claimed, had nothing true in 
them, they lacked Christian charity, and they should be avoided for love 
of God, truth and the peace of the Churchill With words like these, 
it is easy to understand why Forbes was not popular among the strict 
Calvinists and why he has been described as "obnoxious to the 
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presbyterian party in the Church of Scotland". 
In 1636, the Scottish Calvinist David Calderwood (1575-1650) 
levelled an attack against certain "English prelates" and "some of our 
ministers the chief urgers of kneeling" who had "taught in publike in 
the pulpits of Edinburgh, that we ought not to contend, or descant 
[sicJ 
curiously upon the manner of Christ's presence in the sacrament, and 
that he is present in an unknown manner". 
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Forbes must have been one 
such minister whom Calderwood had in mind, since he had been one of the 
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chief defenders of kneeling at the Perth Assembly of 1618 and had been 
appointed one of the ministers of Edinburgh in 1621 and consecrated 
Bishop of Edinburgh in 1634.115 These English prelates and Scottish 
ministers, Calderwood continued: 
... would have us beleeve that the manner of the 
presence of Christ's body at the sacrament is 
unknown, whereas we know very well, that Christ's 
body is present after a spiritual manner to the 
soules of the godly receaving by faith, but to 
the sacrament, or elements only after a sacra- 
mental manner, that is, relatively, as things 
signified are to signes, howbeit farre distant. 
That incomprehensible or unsearchabZe manner, 
whereby they talke, is a lurking hole for 
adversaries of the trust, as Beza can tell him. 
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Clearly then, Calderwood feared that the notion of mysterium tremendum 
was being utilized to open the door for either transubstantiation or 
"consubstantiation" to enter the English and Scottish Churches. 
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One can reasonably assume that Forbes was proclaiming in his sermons 
what he was arguing for in his Considerationes Modestae. 
Three years after Calderwood's attack, another English prelate, 
William Laud, was again arguing that the eucharistic dispute with Rome 
was only a question of modus. In his 1639 Relation of the Conference 
with Fisher, Laud taught that there is a distinction between those 
things which are "Fundamental in the faith" and those things which are 
only de modo (or a consideration of the manner in which a thing is). 
The latter, things which are de modo, cannot possibly be fundamental in 
the faith. 
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When he came to the specific discussion of the 
eucharist, Laud appealed to Nicholas Ridley, whom he regarded as having 
spoken so well that "I think no man can add to his expression; and it 
well if some Protestants except not against it". The words of Ridley 
given by Laud are ones which claim that the eucharistic controversy 
between England and Rome concerns the question of mode, not of presence: 
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Both you and I agree'herein: That in the sacrament 
is the very true and natural Body and Blood of 
Christ, even that which was born of the Virgin Mary, 
which ascended into heaven, which sitteth on the 
right hand of God the Father, which shall come 
thence to judge the quick and the dead; only we 
differ in modo 'in the way and manner of being': 
we confess all one thing to be in the Sacrament, 
and dissent in the manner of being there. I con- 
fess Christ's natural Body, to be in the sacrament 
by spirit and grace, &c. You make a grosser kind 
of being, enclosing a naturil0Body, under the shape 
and form of bread and wine. 
After having appealed to these three English Churchmen, Laud cited 
Calvin, claiming that "he comes no whit short of these, against the 
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calumny of the Romanists on that behalf '(the eucharistic presence)" . 
The first passage from Calvin included by Laud in a footnote is this: 
... tantwn de modo quaestio est: facessat calumni auferri Christum a 
sua coena... 
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The implication of these various statements by Laud was that the 
division between England and Rome on the sacramental issue did not 
concern a fundamental point of faith. For this, the Puritan Henry 
Burton attacked him the following year in his A Replie to a Relation of 
the Conference between William Laude and Mr. Fisher the Jesuite (1640). 
After a lengthy polemic against the "corporal" presence of Christ in the 
eucharist, Burton concluded: 
And thus by a false beliefe of the very manner 
onely of Christ's presence in the Popish Eucharist, 
Christ the Foundation is overthrowne. And this 
errour de modo, of the manner of being onely, over- 
throwing the Foundation, must needs be a Funda- 
mentall erroui, 3if any errour may be said to be Fundamentall. 
As far as Burton was concerned, Laud was putting a question mark over 
something which should have been clearly determined. 
Moreover, the Bishop was of the opinion that the question of 
sacramental presence was not one to be examined too closely, as long as 
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the true communication of Christ's body was held. In his private 
prayers he wrote, "And behold, I quarrel not the words of Thy Son my 
Saviour's blessed Institution. I know His words are no gross unnatural 
conceit, but they are spirit and life, and supernatural. While the 
world disputes, I believe". 
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Laud claimed an agnosticism concerning 
the way in which the body of Christ was communicated: "0 Lord God, how 
I receive the Body and Blood of my most blessed Saviour Jesus Christ, 
the price of my redemption, is the very wonder of my soul, yet my most 
firm and constant belief upon the words of my Saviour. "125 
A very likely source of influence on Laud with regard to the above 
ideas would be some of the other Caroline divines already mentioned. 
Laud was a friend of Lancelot Andrewes, whom he regarded as that "worthy 
Bishop of Winchester, the great light of the Christian world". 
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He 
and Andrewes met and worked together on various matters as fellow- 
brothers in the English episcopate, 
127 
and Laud borrowed liturgical 
forms and usages from Andrewes. 
128 
He knew Cosin from the theological 
discussions held at Durham House in London during the 1620s, 
129 
and he 
certainly knew Montague's AppeiZo Caesarem, since he, along with Bishops 
Andrewes, Neile, Buckeridge and Montague, had been called upon by King 
Charles I to pass judgment on its orthodoxy. In a letter to the Duke 
of Buckingham in 1626, the five prelates had concluded that "Mr. Monta- 
gue, in his book, bath not affirmed anything to be the doctrine of the 
Church of England, but that which in our opinions is the doctrine of the 
Church of England or agreeable thereunto". 
130 
Another, somewhat 
different, quarter which might also have influenced Laud in his 
distinction between the presence and its mode is Perkins' A , 
Reformed 
Catholic (supra, p. 92), to which Laud, in fact, appealed during his 
trial in 1644.131 
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Several years later, during the Interregnum, Jeremy Taylor also 
defended the mysterious character of the eucharist. In his 1654 The 
Real Presence, he argued that to those who ask what and how the 
sacrament is, the appropriate response should be similar to that 
response given by the man in Phaedrus when he was asked what he carried 
hidden under his cloak. He answered by saying that it was hidden under 
the cloak. This means, Taylor claimed, that the man would not have 
hidden it unless he intended it to be secret. Concerning the eucharist, 
then, "Mysterium est; - It is a sacrament and a mystery". 
132 There is, 
he asserted, no advantage to defining the manner of presence, and it 
"were better left at liberty to every man to think as he please" as was 
done in the Church for more than one thousand years. Better yet, 
however, it would be if men did not trouble themselves at all about this 
question since "it is a thing impossible to be understood; and therefore 
it is not fit to be inquired after". 
133 
Moreover, Taylor claimed that 
this reluctance to discuss the nature of the eucharistic presence was 
not contradicted by his insistence upon a "real and spiritual" presence, 
since such terminology would "still leave the article in his deepest 
mystery". 
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That these ideas of Taylor have much in common with those of earlier 
Caroline divines is not surprising, since, in his younger days, he had 
been patronized by Archbishop Laud, being sent by him to oxford where he 
was to receive "a better orientation" in various matters (as F. L. 
Huntley puts it) than could be had at Cambridge. In 1636, Taylor was 
made a fellow of All Souls, Oxford, by Laud himself, rather than by free 
election, and shortly thereafter, the Archbishop made him his own chaplain. 
135 
Moreover, in his 1654 treatise, Taylor showed acquaintance with Andrewes' 
Responsio, 136 and six years later, he expressed his approval, not only of 
this treatise of Andrewes, but also of the Fifth Book of Hooker's 
Ecclesiastical Polity, Montague's A New Gagg for an old Goose and Laud's 
A Relation to the Conference_with Fisher, all of which he recommended 
(among other books) to be included in a theological library which a friend 
0 
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of his was intending to begin. 
137 
in his 1659 Epilogue, Herbert Thorndike, who, of all 
the theologians under consideration, was probably the clearest in his 
exposition of the sacramental presence, was also forced to admit that he 
was unable to explain its exact manner: 
But if a man demand further, how I understand 
the Body and Blood of Christ to be present 'in', 
or 'with', or 'under', the elements, when I say, 
they are 'in', and 'with', and 'under', them, 
as 'in', and 'with', and 'under', a sacrament 
mystically; I conceive I am excused to declare 
the manner of that which must be mysticali3'hen 
I have said what I can say to declare it. 
As can be seen, when he stated that the manner of Christ's presence is 
"mystical", he contrasted it with that which can be expressed. 
"Mystical" meant for him something like "inexplicable" or "unutterable". 
At a certain point, then, Thorndike was forced to admit that he was 
unable to explain any further the presence of Christ in the sacrament. 
What is important to notice about the above passage is that 
Thorndike linked the mysterious character of the eucharist with the 
Lutheran language of "in, with and under". In this treatise (as we 
shall see again later), he showed his familiarity with the Liber 
Concordiae and Chemnitz' Fundamenta Sanae Doctrinae, 
139 
both of which 
utilized "in, with and under" terminology, but which also recognized 
the inexpressibleness of what this exactly meant. 
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That Thorndike 
was reduced to silence before the rrysterium tremendum of the sacrament 
at about the same point as the sixteenth-century Lutherans, whose 
/least some 
writings he knew, suggests at /dependence upon them in this matter. 
141 
From Saravia in the first decade of the seventeenth century to 
Thorndike more than fifty years later, the theme of inscrutibility 
concerning the eucharistic presence was, in varying ways, expressed by 
a 
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the Caroline theologians. Was this something peculiar to them, as has 
142 
frequently been suggested or implied, especially by the Tractarians, 
or was it a more universal phenomenon? 
As has already been seen, in the sixteenth century Calvin had 
acknowledged a certain incomprehensibility in the eucharist, a theme 
which various of his followers continued to maintain. Likewise, we 
observed in connection with Thorndike how Lutherans had similarly 
acknowledged an inscrutible depth to the eucharistic mystery. 
143 The 
seventeenth-century Lutheran divine, Johann Gerhard, went so far as to 
acknowledge in his Loci Theologici (1610-1622) (as did Forbes a'short 
time later) that the body and blood of Christ are truly, really and 
substantially present (veram, realem & substantiaZem corporis & sanguinis 
Christi in sacra coena praesentiam), but in a sublime mystery (in subZimi 
mysterio) and in a way known to God alone, but incomprehensible to the 
Church (modo soli Deo cognito, nobis vero incomprehensibiZi)"144 In the 
previous century, the Greek Orthodox in their response to'the Cardinal 
of Guise affirmed that the Holy Spirit is the agent of the 
transformation of bread into the body of Christ, but also asserted that 
the manner of this change is not capable of being investigated: 
Sed quod panis & vinum in corpus & sanguinem 
Christi mutentur. Quod si modum, quo id fiat, 
requiris: satis esto tibi, quod audias per 
Spiritum sanctum fieri. quemadmodum etiam a 
sancta illa deipera sibi & in se per Spiritum 
sanctum carnem produxit. ne tarnen aliud 
quidquam scire possumus, quam quod Dei quidem 
sermo verax sit, & efficax & omnipotligs: 
modus autem minime pervestigabilis. 
Even defenders of transubstantiation, such as Stephen Gardiner, had 
acknowledge a certain agnosticism concerning Christ's presence. In his 
1551 An Explication and Assertion, he wrote that "the manner of presence 
... is spiritual excedyng our capacity", and that it is a "manner as God 
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only knoweth". 
146 
Somewhat later, the Roman polemicist and opponent 
of Andrewes, Cardinal Robert Bellarmine (1542-1621), taught that the 
conversion of bread into the body of Christ is arcanem, et ineffabilem, 
et nuZZis naturaZibus conversionibus per omnia simiZem. 
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The Caroline teaching of the mysterious character of Christ's 
presence in the eucharist, then, was not a new idea. Theologians from 
all the major parties within Christendom had acknowledged that at a 
certain point one can say no more to explain the sacramental presence. 
While they differed as to where this point is, they all were reduced 
eventually to silence before the mysterium tremendum. So also the 
seventeenth-century Anglican divines. This is as one would expect it 
to be, since only a thorough-going and consistent "Zwinglian" or. 
"figurative" interpretation of Christ's eucharistic presence, or absence, 
would make the sacrament completely explicable. As we have seen, the 
Caroline divines loathed this reductionism. Thus, they were led to 
acknowledge, no matter how much they positively wrote about the 
sacrament, that there is an inscrutable, unknowable and incomprehensible 
depth to the eucharistic mystery. 
But what did the corollary which they frequently attached to this 
acknowledgement - i. e., that the difference dividing the various 
churches was only a question of modus, not a question of the presence 
itself, - imply? Was it a subtle manoeuvre for opening the doors to 
eucharistic doctrine going beyond their inherited Reformed 'true' 
presence teaching? Or, was it merely a continuation of the Reformed 
attitude, expressed by Englishmen like Ridley and Hooker, and by 
continentals like the French and Swiss delegates at the Worms Colloquy 
whose policy had roots in Calvin himself? 
148 
If it was a case of the 
latter, the Caroline use of this idea would imply nothing special about 
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any possible development in their eucharistic thinking. We shall 
attempt to answer these questions in the following chapters. 
What is important at this point is to recognize the Caroline 
acceptance of the eucharist as rmysteriwn tremendum, the two-edged weapon 
by which they affirmed the thatness of Christ's presence in the 
sacrament, and yet the irreducibility of that presence to man's 
rational comprehension. As we shall see, they were quite willing to 
describe this presence in greater detail, offering more "pointers" 
toward the mystery. Nonetheless, one must always bear in mind their 
reserve and their awe in the face of the sacramental presence, so as not 
to think of their eucharistic teaching in a positivistic manner. 
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others of the same school have said". The Nature of Christ's Presence 
in the Eucharist: or The True Doctrine of the Real Presence Vindicated 
in Opposition to the Ficticious Real Presence Asserted y Archdeacon 
Denison, Mr. (late Archdeacon) Wilberforce, and Dr. Puse ,2 vols. 
(London: T. Hatchard, 1856), 2: 814-15. Goode appealed directly to 
Gerhard as an "impartial testimony" for interpreting Andrewes' teaching. 
78An 
End to Controversie. Between the Romane Catholique, and'the 
Protestant Religions (Dovay: 1654), p. 376. See also, Dugmore, 
Eucharistic Doctrine in England, pp. 77-78. 
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79Works 5: 131. 
80 
Ibid., p. 155. 
81 
Eucharistic Doctrine in England, p. 
Cosin's views on the eucharist underwent a 
exile to France (circa. 1644). Ibid., pp. 
82Works 
4: 282. 
83 
Ibid., p. 283. 
841bid. 
66. Dugmore claims that 
"decided change" after his 
50-51,104. 
85What 
remains of Cosin's library is housed in "Cosin's Library" 
at the University of Durham. The student has examined this volume, 
which lacks the characteristic Peterhouse markings which would indicate 
that Cosin had the book before 1645. It would be a fair guess to say 
that he obtained the volume just about the time he was writing 
Concerning the Ordination of Priests. 
861bid. 
87The 
full title of this tract is A Declaration of the Ancient 
Catholic Faith and Doctrine of the Fathers, Concerning the Real Presence 
of the Body and Blood of Christ in the Blessed Sacrament: Shewin that 
the Doctrine of Transubstantiation (as it was first set forth Pope 
Innocent the Third, in his pretended Council of Lateran, and afterwards 
by Pope Pius the 4th, in the end of the late Council of Trent) was not 
the faith or doctrine of the Catholic Church in any Ace before Them. 
And an answer to the Pretended authorities of the twelve hundred and 
twenty fathers produced for the upholding of his opinion who entitled 
his writing 'Transubstantiation Maintained'. George Ornsby, ed., The 
Correspondence of John Cosin, D. D. Lord Bishop of Durham: Together with 
Other Papers Illustrative of His Life and Times, 2 vols. Surtees Society 
(Durham: Andrews & Co.; London: Whittaker & Co.; Edinburgh: Blackwood 
& Sons, 1869-1872), 1: 262. 
88 
Works 4: 18. 
89 
Ibid., pp. 22-23. 
90At 
Durham House in London during the 1620s, Cosin met such men as 
William Laud, Richard Montague and John Buckeridge, who came together 
for discussions of theology and current church issues. P. G. Stonewood, 
ed., John Cosin. A Collection of Private Devotions (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1967), p. xiv. Moreover, Cosin was one of the divines who 
defended Montague at the York House conference in 1626 after Appe&Zo 
Caesarem raised such a stir. Macauley, Richard Mountague, pp. 309 ff. 
From what remains of his library (Durham), we know that Cosin had 
obtained Montague's A New Gagg for an Old Goose some time before 1645 
(it has the Peterhouse marking), and Laud's A Relation of the Conference 
and Buckeridge's A Discourse Concerninq Kneeling some time after 1645, 
all of which contain similar ideas with regard to the distinction 
between the presence and its modus. 
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A New Gagg, p. 253. 
921bid., 
pp. 251-52. 
93Ibid., 
pp. 252,255. 
94Ibid. 
, p. 
j2 (VD) (Preface). 
95A 
ello Caesarem, pp. 288-89. 
961bid., 
p. 289. 
97Ibid., 
p. 291. 
98Ibid. 
99 
Macauley, Richard Mountague, pp. 41-42; A eZZo Caesarem, pp. 
215,265; Cosin, Correspondence 1: 70. 
100 AppelZo Caesarem, p. 290. 
101 
Macauley, Richard Mountague, pp. 309 ff. 
102A 
ello Caesarem, p. 290. The above text is found in Morton's 
A Catholike Appeale for Protestants, Out of the Roman Doctors (London: 
George Bishop & John Norton, 1610), p. 93, but differs from the text 
given by Montague in one slight but significant way. Morton began the 
passage by writing, "... but the question is not absolutely concerning 
a Reall presence..... " emphasis is mine . By excluding absolutely, 
Montague played down Morton's hesitation to find an essential common 
foundation in both English and Roman sacramental doctrine. 
103A 
Second Parallel together with a Writ of Error Sued against the 
Appealer (London: Robert Milbourne, 1626), pp. 19-20. For a similar 
attack on Montague, see, S. Ward and J. Yates ,A Dangerous Plot 
Discovered (London: Nicholas Bourne, 1626), p. 89. 
104 Considerationes, 2: 388. 
105Ibid., 
p. 382. 
106 
Ibid., pp. 386-98. 
1071bid., 
pp. 400-408. Others whom he included are John 
Buckeridge (Bishop of Rochester), Issac Casaubou, Bishop Bilson of 
Winchester, Christopher Sutton, George Synge, Archbishop de Dominis of 
Spalatro, Peter Pickerellus, and John Poinet. 
108Ibid., 
p. 506. Morton's words are: "It would be a wonder to 
us to hear Any of our owne profession to be so extremely Indifferent, 
concerning the different opinions of the Manner of the Presence of 
Christ's Body in the Sacrconent, as to thinke the Romish Sect therefore 
either Tollerczble or ReconciZiahle, upon Pretence that the Question is 
only De modo, (that is) of the manner of Being, and that consequently 
all Controversie about this is but vaine IangZing". of the Institution 
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of the Sacrament of the Blessed Bodie and Blood of Christ (London: W. 
Stansby for Robert Mylbourne, 1631), pp. 147-48. 
109 Considerationes, 2: 506. On this issue, Forbes certainly 
diverged from Beza, who in 1572 had argued that since one could under- 
stand and perceive from the word of God what kind of presence of the 
body there is in the eucharist, one had to disagree with the 
"consubstantiationalists", whose teaching was diametrically opposed to 
the truth. Epistolarum Theologicarum Theodore Bezae VezeZij, 2nd. ed. 
(Geneva, 1575), pp. 310-11. 
110 Considerationes 2: 504. 
1111b1d. 
112 
DNB, 19: 411. 
113The 
principal prelate whom Calderwood had in mind was John 
Buckeridge, Bishop of Rochester, friend and disciple of Andrewes. In 
his 1618 A Discourse Concerning Kneeling at the Communion (London: Iohn 
Bill), he had written, "The questions of curiositie de modo, of the 
maner of Christ's presence: of con, and trans, and sub, and cum, or in, 
and the like, which now vexe all Christendome, were not then in the 
early Church hatched, and simple faith then beleeved that God 
performed his word, without doubting or disputing", pp. 34-35. 
Calderwood also included Hooker and Sutton in his attack. 
114David 
Calderwood, A Re-examination of the Five Articles Enacted 
at Perth anno 1618 (1636), pp. 97-98. 
115DNB, 
19: 411. 
116A 
Re-examination, p. 98 Cemphasis is minej; supra, p. 117, ft. 
nt. 109. 
117That 
he had these two theories of eucharistic presence in mind 
is clear from his words immediately before these passages. Ibid., p. 
97. 
118Works 
2: 41-42. 
119Ibid., 
p. 330. 
120Ibid. 
See also, Ridley, Works, p. 274 (1555 Examination). 
121 
Works 2: 331. 
1221bid., 
ft. nt. v. See also, Calvin, Institution, 4: 17: 31. 
123A 
Re lie to a Relation of the Conference between William Laude 
and Mr. Fisher the Jesuite (1640), pp. 120-21. 
124 
Works, 3: 72. (A Summarie of Devotions Compiled and Used by 
Dr. William Laud, Sometime Lord Archbishop of Canterbury, first 
published in 1667). 
118 
1251bid., 
p. 75. 
126So Laud referred to Andrewes in his Diary entry dated Sept. 25, 
1626, on the day he heard of Andrewes' death. Ibid., p. 196. 
127For 
various meetings and co-operative activities between the 
two, see Laud's diary. Ibid., pp. 160-61,163,165-66,187. 
128In 
his History of the Troubles and Trial, Laud recorded his 
borrowing of a form for consecrating churches and he acknowledged 
using the credence table as Andrewes had formerly done. Ibid., 4: 203, 
210,247. 
129Stanwood, 
A Collection of Private Devotions, p. xiv. 
13OSee 
Laud's Diary, Jan. 16,1625. Works, 3: 178-79. For the 
letter itself, see, ibid., 6: 249. 
131In 
response to the accusation of Romanizing, Laud appealed to 
Perkins: "Lastly, Mr. Perkins, in 'Reformed Catholic', sets down divers 
opinions in which they of Rome and we agree: shall he be a Papist for 
this? Or shall not that which is lawful for him, be as lawful for me? " 
(July 17,1644. ) Ibid., 4: 317. 
132 
Works, 9: 421. 
1331bid., 
p. 423. 
1341bid. 
135Frank 
Livingston Huntley, Jeremy Taylor and the Great Rebellion. 
A Study of His Mind and Temper in Controversy (Ann Arbor: University of 
Michigan Press, 1970), p. 11. For another discussion of Laud's 
patronage, see C. J. Stranks, The Life and Writings of Jeremy Taylor 
(London: SPCK, 1952), pp. 41-53. 
136Taylor 
used a passage from "Garnet" concerning consecration in 
the Roman church, which he acknowledged having obtained from "a wise 
prelate, a great and good man, whose memory is precious, and is had in 
honour" (Works, 9: 104), a reference to Andrewes' Responsio (see, 
Andrewes, Works, RACB: 9). 
137Taylor, 
Works 1: lxxxix (Heber-Eden edition). 
138Thorndike 
, Works, 4: 35. 
1391bid., 
pp. 24-25, -44-45. 
140See, 
e. g., Die Bekenntnischriften, pp. 984,1,007 (Konkordien- 
ormeZ SoZida DecZaratio, VII); Martin Chemnitz, Fundamenta Sanae 
Doctrinae, de vera et substantiaZi praesentia, exhibitions, et 
surnptione corporis, & sanguinis Dornini in Coena (Wittenberg: Clement. 
Berger. Zachar. Schürer, 1610), pp. 65,77. 
141This 
does not imply (as we shall later see)- that Thorndike was 
a thorough-going Lutheran! 
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142E. 
B. Pusey, for example, appealed to Andrewes (together with 
Archbishop Bramhall) as the source for his belief that the bread and 
wine become "in an ineffable way" the body and blood of Christ. From 
them, Pusey said, "I learnt also to withhold my thoughts as to the mode 
of this great mystery". Nine Sermons Preached Before the University 2f 
Oxford, and Printed Chiefly Between A. D. 1843-1855 (Oxford: J. H. Parker 
& J. Parker; London: J. & F. H. Rivington, 1855), pp. iv-v of The Holy 
Eucharist a Comfort to the Penitent. Both in his treatise, The 
Articles Treated on in Tract 90 (1841) and in the appendix which he 
added to his sermon, The Holy Eucharist a Comfort to the Penitent (1843), 
Pusey associated his own understanding of the eucharist and his refusal 
to engage in "rationalizing ways of explaining the mode of Divine 
mysteries "with statements from Andrewes, Forbes, Cosin, Laud and Taylor, 
which speak either of the incomprehensibility of the presence or of the 
difference between Anglican and Roman eucharistic teaching as consisting 
only of the modus. The Articles Treated on in Tract 90 Reconsidered 
and their Interpretation Vindicated in a Letter to the Rev. R. W. Jelf 
(Oxford & London: J. H. Parker, 1841), pp. 43,49,50,56; Nine Sermons, 
pp. 36,43,57-59,64,68. The anonymous author of another Tractarian 
work, The Doctrine of the Catholic Church of England, who was eager to 
dissociate the English Church from the "Scotch Kirk" and the "so-called 
orthodox Protestant societies on the continent", and to defend "Catholic" 
doctrine within the Church of England, included in his list of citations 
passages from Andrewes, Forbes, Cosin and Laud, which contain the theme 
of inscrutibility with regard to the sacramental presence, or emphasize 
the manner as the real problem in the controversy with Rome. The 
Doctrine of the Catholic Church in England on the Holy Eucharist 
Illustrated by Extracts from her Great Divines (London, Oxford: J. H. 
Parker, 1841), pp. 3-7,17,22,29. The inclination of these 
Tractarians was to dissociate the eucharistic teaching of the English 
Church from that of Protestantism, and in so doing, they presented a 
picture of the seventeenth-century Anglican divines as forerunners of 
their own understanding. For reasons very different from those of the 
Tractarians, Dugmore saw the seventeenth-century "High-church" party, 
which included Andrewes, Laud, Montague and Thorndike, as taking "refuge 
in the idea of a mrysterium tremendum", which resulted in a "cuZ de sac" 
and "intellectual bankruptcy". Eucharistic Doctrine in England, pp. 51, 
68,79. 
143chemnitz 
taught that the mode of Christ's presence in the 
eucharist could not be defined, but had to be committed to the power and 
wisdom of God. Fundamenta Scmae Doctrinae, pp. 65,77. 
144 Loci Theologici, 5: 95. 
145Politica 
ImperiaZia, p. 1,306. 
146An 
Explication and Assertion, pp. 35,136. 
147 
era Onmia (Paris: Ludovicum Vives, 1870-1874), 1: 30. 
148In 
his 1542 Petit Traicte, Calvin had taught both the incompre- 
hensibility of the eucharistic presence and had urged brotherliness and 
communion with the Lutherans, since both sides agreed on what was 
essential in the sacrament. Flow one was made a partaker in Christ's 
body and blood, he_said, may be deduced and explained more clearly by 
120 
some than by others. The eucharist, however, was a "spiritual 
mystery" which could not be comprehended by human understanding. CR, 
33: 435,439,460. 
III: SACRAMENTAL CHANGE 
One way in which the Anglican Churchmen under consideration 
attempted positively to express Christ's presence in the eucharist was 
in terms of sacramental "change". The backdrop against which they 
developed-this aspect of their teaching was the Roman definition of 
transubstantiation made in the previous century. Trent had decreed 
that by the consecration of the elements, a conversion was made of the 
whole substance of bread into the substance of Christ's body, and of the 
whole substance of wine into the substance of His blood: ... per 
consecrationem panis et vini conversione fieri totius substantiae panis 
in substantiam corporis Christi Domini nostr et totius substantiae vini 
in substantiam sanguinis eius. 
1 
As with their eucharistic "apophaticism", the Caroline divines' 
discussions of "change" in the eucharist contained both a negation and 
an affirmation. Concerning the former, let it suffice to say that 
they unanimously rejected the doctrine of transubstantiation as an 
explanation of the eucharistic conversion. Against the Roman teaching 
they opposed the Scriptures, the early Fathers, and frequently the 
medieval schoolmen. Transubstantiation was for them not only an 
unnecessary theory, but a novel explanation of Christ's presence in the 
sacrament. 
2 
In this they were one with their sixteenth-century 
Protestant forbears both in England and on the continent, 
3 
as well as 
with seventeenth-century Calvinist and Lutheran divines. 
4 
If the Caroline theologians were unanimous in their rejection of the 
teaching of transubstantiation as an appropriate way to describe the 
eucharistic transformation, they were not united in their precise 
121 
122 
evaluation of the Roman theory. At the beginning of the century, 
Saravia took what may be described as a "hardline" approach, in which he 
repudiated the Roman doctrine in a clear and unambiguous manner. The 
eucharist as sacrament requires or demands (postuZat) true bread and 
wine, not images of them, just as baptism requires true water as its 
element. Both the bread and the body of Christ, he asserted, are 
essential to the sacrament: Quum igitur istae partes sacramenti Coenae 
Domini sint essentiales, panic et Corpus Christi, vinum et Ipsius 
Sanguis... 5 This was in accord with the 1553 and 1571 Articles of 
Religion which had declared that transubstantiation was not only 
repugnant to scripture, but that it "overthroweth the nature of a 
Sacrament". 
6 
Earlier than this, Calvin, in his 1541 Petit Traict6 (an 
English translation of which, it must be remembered, was made in 1548), 
asserted that the nature of the sacrament requires the existence of the 
earthly elements as signs: - Seulement ie dys que Za nature du Sacrement 
requirert ceZa, que Ze pain materiel demeure pour signe visible du 
corps.? -a position which he repeated in the Institution. 
8 
Moreover, Saravia labelled the idea of accidents existing without 
their subject as monstrum, 
9 
and understood transubstantiation as implying 
the impious conclusion that Christ's body goes into the stomach and then 
on to the dung-heap: Nefanda quae hinc deducuntur de descensu in 
ventriculum et in sterquilinium contra Papicolas dici possunt:... 
10 
This specific and negative evaluation of the doctrine of transubstantia- 
tion accorded well with his general denunciation of the Roman mass, which 
he saw as the transformation of the biblical sacrament into a "foul idol", 
such that a Christian could not continue in fellowship with the Roman 
Church: Romanistae hoc novum in carne et sanguine Domini nostri 
testamentum in foedum idoZum totum transformarunt, adeo ut societatem 
123 
Christian= cum EccZesia Romana, quae nunc est, liquido retinere plus 
new possit. 
11 
Saravia's severe criticism of transubstantiation was similar to 
that which Calvin earlier had expressed (one must not forget Saravia's 
connection with the Reformed tradition; he, in fact, may have visited 
Calvin in Geneva12). In the Petit Traicte de la Saincte Cene, he 
called transubstantiation the second error which the devil had sown to 
corrupt the sacrament; this lie, he argued, had no foundation in 
Scripture, no evidence from the early Church and could not be reconciled 
or harmonised with God's Word: 
Le second erreur que Ze Diable a semi pour 
corrurrrpre ce sainct mystere, a este en 
forgeant et inventant, que apres Zes paroZZes 
prononcees avec intention de consacrer, Ze 
pain est transubstantie au corps de Christ et 
Ze vin en son sang. Ce mensonge, premiere- 
ment, n'a nul fondement de Z'Escriture, et n'a 
aucun tesmoignage de Z'Eglise ancienne: et, qui 
plus est, ne peut nuZZement j3nvenir ne subsis- 
ter avec la parolle de Dieu. 
In the Institution, Calvin had described transubstantiation as fcm tastique 
and vn tel monstre. 
14 
Undoubtedly, Saravia was following in the foot- 
steps of the Genevan reformer with respect to his attitude toward the 
Roman theory of eucharistic change. 
A few years after Saravia had penned his treatise, Andrewes 
expressed a somewhat different, one might even say 'liberal', attitude 
toward transubstantiation. As we have already seen, he argued against 
Cardinal Bellarmine that the eucharistic words of Christ could not be 
used to establish the specific manner of the presence of transubstantia- 
tion. Since there was no word from Christ, therefore, questions 
concerning manner should be removed from the level de fide, he asserted. 
Transubstantiation might be accepted. as an opinion of the schools, but 
At 
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should not be placed among the 'Articles of the Faith': Et quia verbum 
nuZlum, merito a fide ablegamus procuZ: inter 'Scita Scholae' fortasse, 
inter 'Fides ArticuZos' non ponimus. 
15 He rejected, however, the Roman 
theory as a necessary explanation and article of faith, a position not 
far removed from that of Hooker who seems to have relegated the question 
of transubstantiation to the level of insignificant speculation, rather 
than that of an evil or impossible doctrine. 
16 
In addition, Andrewes pointed to a number of knotty questions which 
had produced unnecessary confusion in the Church with regard to the 
eucharist, such as: Is Christ present under His own quantity or under 
the quantity of bread? If He is there under His own quantity, is it a 
quantity without a quantitative mode? Is the substance of Christ there 
under the accidents? What is broken when the bread is broken? Can 
mice be nourished and worms produced from accidents? Does Christ both 
rest in the pyx and at the same time move elsewhere when the priest 
elevates the sacrament. 
17 
Andrewes concluded this matter by stating 
that, while God made his sacrament straightforward and simple, the 
scholastics had confused themselves with endless questions: Vere enim, 
de re tota dici potest, quod ohm 'de Homine', Salomon: 'Deus fecit 
Sacramentum"suum, rectum et simplex, Ipsi autem' (Scholastici scilicet) 
'infinitis se miscuerunt Quaestionibus'. 
18 
His evaluation of 
transubstantiation was one which, while rejecting the theory on biblical 
and traditional grounds, and while pointing out the problems caused by 
such teaching, nevertheless, allowed the possibility of placing it among 
the 'opinions of the schools'. 
19 
It was, however, a needless 
complication in understanding the sacrament and was not de fide. 
In his early years, John Cosin also took a 'liberal' position over 
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against the Roman teaching. In his notes on the 1619 Prayer Book, he 
went so far as to intimate that there was no essential difference with 
Rome on this point. He began by insisting that Christ had instituted 
the eucharist with the materials of bread and wine, for which the Church 
did not accept any alternative (although he seemed to favour the ancient, 
and Roman, practice of mixing water with wine). 
20 
Then, he argued that 
the distinction between the outward sign and thing signified was 
something that Rome herself had never denied, appealing to the Spanish 
Jesuit Johannes Maldonatus, whose Disputatio Circa Septem Sacramenta was 
published in 1614 (after his death), and who, as G. J. Cuming puts it, 
"was as eagerly read in progressive circles as any work of de Chardin or 
Rahner today". 21 Cosin's words are: 
Neither need there any fault be found with our 
Church for this distinguishing the outward sign 
from the thing signified, the bread from the 
Body of Christ; for Maldonate affirms that the 
Church of Rome never said otherwise, de Sacram, 
p. 125: Respondendum est, nos nunquam dicere, idem esse Sacramentum et rem significatam; nam 
Sacramentum vocamus signum quod videtur, rem 
significatam, Corpus Christi qu54 non videtur; 
which approves our doctrine.... 
It seems, then, that Cosin saw no irreconcilable difficulty between 
transubstantiation and the teaching of the Church of England, having 
been led, perhaps, in this direction by Andrewes' 1610 Responsio. 
Later in life, Cosin's attitude changed. At times, he seemed to 
show an indifference to the Roman theory, arguing that the manner of the 
eucharistic presence, whether by annihilation and transubstantiation or 
whether in, with or under the bread, "we are not tied to believe at all". 
In the final analysis, however, he did not admit transubstantiation 
because it would "destroy the nature of a mystery, whose nature it is 
not to be declared, or the manner of it unfolded to us". 
23 
He also 
asserted in his Historia Transubstontiationis Papalis, written in 1656, 
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that the argument concerning God's power was irrelevant. That God is 
able to do more than man can think or comprehend is to be granted, as 
long as God is not charged with working contradictions. Even granting 
that He can destroy the substance of bread and wine, and can essentially 
change it into the body and blood of Christ while the accidents of bread 
and wine subsist in themselves without a subject, this does not mean 
that God wills to do so. That God can effect this kind of change is no 
proof that He does effect it in the sacrament. 
24 
In addition, Cosin 
maintained that the Roman doctrine, with its doctrine of accidents 
abstracted from their subject and subsisting in nothing, had more in 
common with the thinking of the ancient heretic Marcion than with ancient 
Catholic teaching. 
25 
It would better support the Eutychian heresy than 
the teaching of orthodox antiquity. 
26 
The transubstantiationists, he 
charged, change the creature into the Creator, substances into 
accidents, accidents into substances, and whatever they like into 
whatever they like: Sed transubstantiatoribus Zicet (nobis non equidem) 
creaturam in Creatorem, substantias in accidentia, accidentia in 
substantias, quodlibet in quidlibet, permutare. 
27 They are unable to 
distinguish a sacramental and mystical presence from their own carnal 
and natural presence of Christ (a carnali et naturaZi Christi 
praesentia). 
28 
Moreover, they have decreed this crassam et carnalem 
praesentian29 to be an article of faith and absolutely necessary to 
salvation. 
30 
If one were willing to describe the eucharistic elements as types, 
signs, figures, etc., of the body and blood, as did the ancient Fathers, 
it would be impossible to assert that they are transubstantiated, Cosin 
argued. To say that the bread is transubstantiated into the body and 
is also the type and figure of the body is inconsistent, since it is 
impossible that something which ceases to be (quae desiit esse) can be 
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a figure or symbol of something else; nor is it possible for something 
to be a type or sign of itself. 
31 
Once transubstantiation became established within the Church, Cosin 
argued, it became a foundation for superstition and errors and 
inextricable questions. It gave rise to a new adoration of the 
sacrament, illusions, false miracles and feigned visions. There also 
arose impious questions, such as: Is it the body of Christ which 
sometimes appears in the form of flesh or of a child in the host on the 
altar? Can mice and other animals eat the body of Christ itself? Can 
mice and worms be nourished and gendered on accidents? Does the body 
of Christ simultaneously move upward and downward while one priest lifts 
up the sacrament and another puts it down? 
32 
The doctrine of transub- 
stantiation had also been the occasion for the abuse and profanation by 
wicked priests, Jews, Turks and sorcerers of what they thought to be the 
body of Christ. Cosin, then, asked whether anyone could be persuaded 
that Christ would give the presence of His body and blood in such a 
manner that it can come into the hands of the infidels, that it can be 
eaten by dogs and rats, and that it can be vomited up, burnt, cast into 
sinks and used for magical poisons and witchcraft. 
33 
This later "hardline" attitude toward transubstantiation may have 
been influenced by Taylor's The Real Presence, which was published in 
1654 (see, p. 136), and by Calvin's teaching, which Cosin had begun to 
see in a new light. By 1646, after his exile to France, Cosin's 
previous animosity toward the Calvinists had changed; he no longer 
viewed Calvinism as entirely bad. 
34 
By the time he had written Historia 
Transubstantiationis Papalis, the change was even more remarkable. Now 
he described Calvin as a teacher whose words were "so conformable to the 
style and mind of the Fathers, that no Catholic reformer would wish to 
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use any other" (cujus verba... taZia suet, et priscorwn patrum styZo 
ac menti tam convenientia, ut reformatorum CathoZicorum nemo aZiis uti 
desideraret); 35 
Evaluations of the Roman teaching as impious, superstitious, 
monstrous, evil, dangerous or impossible/also had roots in sixteenth- 
century Puritan attitudes. In his 1547 An Answer to the Bishop of 
Winchester's Book, John Hooper, for example, wrote: 
The mother of this idolatry was Rome, 'and the 
father unknown. A bastard is this transubstan- 
tiation doubtless. Lanfrancus [020 A. D. made 
Abp. of Canterbury and opposed Berengar], that 
enemy of truth and true religion. that wrote 
against Berengarius, Paschasiiis, Guymundus, Guydo 
Aretinus, Algerus Monachus Corbeiensis, Adelman- 
nus Episnopus, Hugo, et his recentiores 
Lombertus, Comestor, et Papa Innocentius, with 
others begat this wicked woman, transubstantia- 
tion... A wondrous matter and an horrible 
practice of the devil, that contrary unto the 
scripture and unto the old fathers thbis mystery 
is happened unto the sacrament..... 
"The doctrine of transubstantiation", the Puritan William Perkins taught, 
/in the next century, 
"is a very fable". 
37 
Richard Crakanthorp continued this theme/ when in 
1625 he insisted that transubstantiation was "impossible", "absurd", 
"groundless" and the cause of a false and idolatrous cult in the Roman 
Church. 38 
Writing about the same time as Crakanthorp, Montague also rejected 
transubstantiation as wrong, but did so in a somewhat milder manner. 
On the one hand, he used very strong language to describe transubstantia- 
tion, that "monster of monsters". 
3c) 
His steadfast opposition to the 
theory is attested to by the memoirs of Gregory Panzani, a priest of the 
Oratory sent to England from Rome in 1634.40 According to Panzani, 
Montaque and he held three conferences during which Montague had said 
that the two archbishops, the Bishop of London, several others of the 
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episcopal order, himself and a large number of the clergy were prepared 
"to fall in with Rome as to a supremacy purely spiritual". 
41 
Moreover, 
he had "solemnly declared, that both he and many of his brethren were 
prepared to conform themselves to the method and discipline of the 
Gallican church, where the civil rights were well guarded". 
42 
The one 
point, however, on which Montague had expressed difficulty with accepting 
Roman teaching was the doctrine of transubstantiation: "That, for his 
own part, he knew no tenet of the church of Rome to which he was not 
willing to subscribe, unless it were the article of Transubstantiation, 
which word, he had reason to think, was invented by Pope Innocent III 
after the council of Lateran was risen". 
43 
While these memoirs may not 
be accepted as the eyewitness accounts of an impartial observer, they are, 
nevertheless, valuable, precisely because they may tend to put more 
concessions into Montague's mouth than he himself would have made. The 
author44 witnessed to the aversion which Montague had for transubstantia- 
tion even in the most reconciliatory context. 
On the other hand, Montague seemed to suggest that transubstantia- 
tion was more useless and bothersome than impious or evil and that was 
why the English Church condemned the Lateran council's definition: 
Therefore we wonder, why the world should be so 
much amused at, and distracted with, those 
unexplicable Labyrinths of Con-substantiation 
and Trans-substantiation, which onely serve to 
set the world in division; nothing to piety, 
nor yet information. As we therefore condemn 
that presumptuous definition of Transsubstant- 
iation, in the Laterane Councell: so wee doo 
not like nor yeeld assent to that j2ýune and 
macilent conceit of Zwinglius...... 
No one denied a "change, an alteration, a transmutation, a transelementa- 
tion", Mont-ague argued, but one should be content with "That it is, and 
doe not seeke Hore define How it is so: and we shall not contest or 
contend with you", he argued against his Roman opponent. 
46 
"Trans or 
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Con, we skill not of". 
47 
For this "tolerance" toward transubstantia- 
tion he was, as we have already seen, attacked as having abandoned the 
teaching of the Church of England (supra, pp.. 98-99 ). Montague also 
claimed that the Roman Church, despite her errors, had remained upon the 
"same foundation of sacraments and doctrines instituted by God" as did 
the Church of England. 
48 
It was argued in the 1626 Articles Exhibited 
by the Commons in Parliament that this was opposed to the twenty-eighth 
article of the Articles of Religion, which declared that transubstantia- 
tion overthrew the nature of a sacrament. 
49 
While these Puritan attacks 
were by their nature polemical interpretations of Montague's teaching, 
they were accurate inasmuch as they pointed to an abatement or moderation 
in Montague's evaluation of the transubstantiationist theory. In this 
he re-echoed the teaching of Andrewes, whose Responsio he knew (supra, 
P. 98 ). 
Montague's position also bears resemblance to certain Lutheran ideas. 
Luther himself, for example, regarded the Roman sacrament as being a true 
sacrament, despite the errors of the papal church (1534). 
50 
Moreover, 
he rejected the discussion about transubstantiation as a useless and 
sophistical dispute, but was not overly concerned about whether anybody 
else believed it,. or not (1543 letter to a reforming group, in Venice)"51 
This mild critique of transubstantiation was continued by later 
Lutherans. Chemnitz in his Examinis affirmed a conversion or mutation 
of the elements, but bemoaned the fact that the medieval schools had 
begun to debate the manner of this change, which was determined only at 
the fourth Lateran Council. 
52 
He rejected transubstantiation for a 
number of reasons but refrained from attacking it as evil, impious or 
impossible. 53 
There is no direct evidence that Lutheran theology was a source of 
Montague's ideas. Yet, in his discussion concerning predestination in 
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AppeZZo Caesarem, he made clear'that in principle there was no reason to 
favour Calvinist divines over Lutherans: 
IOHN CALVIN came after in time, and was but 
a secondary unto MARTIN LUTHER; entering in 
upon his labours and reversions: and why 
should be challenge any priviledge of prefer- 
ment above MARTIN LUTHER that I may not as 
well & lawfully declare myself for the one, 
as for the other? ..... Why not? consent with 
the Lutherans, rigid or mollified, in some 
things against the Calvinists; .... What 
if 
I went so far; or did so much declare myself 
to favour the Lutherans against. YOUR Divines? 
54 
Perhaps in his evaluation of transubstantiation, Montague did just that! 
Forbes was another representative of the "liberal" attitude toward, 
and evaluation of, transubstantiation. Certain Protestants, he argued, 
very perilously and rashly denied that God is able to convert substant- 
ially the bread into the body of Christ. God is capable of doing many 
things above the understanding of man: Quod ad Transsubstantiationem 
attinet, admodum periculose et nimis audacter negant multi Protestantes, 
Dewn posse panem substantialiter in corpus Domini convertere. Multa 
enim potest Deus omnipotens facere supra captum o7mium hominum, imo et 
angelorum. 
55 
One must be careful not to set limits on God and to deny 
that he can do this or that by His omnipotence, Forbes wrote .... magnae 
profecto temeritatis est propter caecae mentis nostrae imbeciZZitatem, 
Deo Zimites praescribere, et praefracte negare onnipotentia sua Mum 
hoc veZ iZZud facere posse. 
56 
Perhaps one of the "many Protestants" 
whom Forbes had in mind was the Puritan Richard Crakanthorp, whom, as we 
have seen; had argued in 1625 not only that transubstantiation was wrong, 
but that it was impossible. 
57 
The best attitude, according to Forbes, was that of the Lutheran 
divines in their confession to the Council of Trent in 1551 in'which they 
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affirmed that the power of God-can either annihilate the substance of 
bread and wine or change them into the body and blood of Christ. That 
God exercises this power in the eucharist, however, does not seem to be 
taught certainly by the Word of God and appears to have been unknown to 
the early Church. 
58 
Forbes' tolerant attitude found support not only in the position 
upheld by Andrewes, Montague, and other English divines, 
59 
but also in 
what he understood to be the opinion of the Eastern Orthodox. Transub- 
stantiation had been believed for several centuries by the faithful of 
the Latin West, but it was also defended in the Greek Church, he asserted. 
The more recent Greeks, such as Nicetas, Euthymius, Nicholas of Methone, 
Samonas of Gaza, Nicholas Cabasilas, Mark of Ephesus and Bessarion, 
apertissime Transsubstantiationem confitentur. 
60 The question at the 
Council of Florence between the Latins and the Greeks did not concern 
whether the bread is substantially changed, but by what words it changed 
(the words of Christ or the prayer of the priest and Church). 
61 
The 
Patriarch of Constantinople, Jeremiah II, in his commentary on the 
Augustarena, taught thatwith regard to the eucharist, the Orthodox Church 
affirms that after the consecration and benediction, the bread and wine 
are changed into the body and blood of Christ by the efficacy of the 
Holy Spirit, yet not in such a manner as if the body descends from 
heaven, but by the species being transformed and changed (transformatis 
et transmutatis: ueTanoLOU VOV xat iteTaßaXXo3. teVOV) by the grace 
of the Holy Spirit. 
62 
The Venetian Greeks in their answers to the 
questions of the Cardinal of Guise affirmed that they believed not only 
that the bread is changed into Christ's body, but that this occurs in 
such a way that neither the bread nor the accidents of its substance 
remains, but are transelementated into a divine substance (sed in divin= 
substantiam transelemmtentur) 63 
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Forbes also appealed to a personal conversation which he had with 
the Orthodox bishop of Syrrachium, whom he understood as affirming 
transubstantiation and endeavouring to defend it from St. Chrysostom. 
64 
While Patriarch Cyril Lukaris taught a doctrine of eucharistic presence 
per omnia fere ad mentem Calvini, 
65 
it was certain, Forbes argued, that 
the more recent Greeks were not, and are not, altogether alien from the 
belief in transubstantiation. 
66 
The reason and purpose behind Forbes' 
assertion that the Eastern Orthodox Church had also held to, or had 
permitted to be held, the doctrine of transubstantiation, at least in her 
later writers, was in order to enable him to appeal to this large body of 
Christians against those who would condemn transubstantiation as a heresy 
or a deadly error: Hosce autem orrnes Christianae pietatis cultores, 
haereseos auf erroris exitialis damrare, magnae profecto ost audaciae et 
temeritatis. 67 
Forbes also found support in the tolerant attitude toward transub- 
stantiation found in the writings of Luther and Chemnitz. In De' 
Captiytitate BabyZonica (1520), Luther admitted that the doctrine of 
Thomas Aquinas concerning transubstantiation was free to be believed 
without any peril to salvation. Whether the substance of bread remains 
or not does not involve any necessity of faith. Luther's concern was 
to remove the charge of heresy against those who maintained that bread 
remains on the altar. 
68 
This same indifference to the question of the 
bread remaining was repeated by Luther in his 1523 treatise addressed to 
the Waldensian Brethren and`in his 1528 Confessione Majore, Forbes 
argued. 
69 
He offered, moreover, a disclaimer regarding any other 
opinion in Luther's writings which might differ from this one: Lutheri 
Vero in. constantiam in aliis scriptis non excuso. 
70 He also cited 
Chemnitz, who in his Excminis, after having raised the question of why 
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one should fight about whether the substance of bread remains or not, 
answered by stating that bread is certainly not of equal importance as 
the body of Christ. Because transubstantiation was propounded as an 
article of faith under pain of anathema, however, it had to be with- 
stood. 
71 
As can be seen, Forbes was interested in using Orthodox and 
Lutheran theologians, not in order to justify transubstantiation, but to 
show that it was not an essential barrier to the resolution of the 
eucharistic controversy. The Roman opinion might not be true and it 
might not be based on Scripture or the Fathers, but it ought not to be 
condemned as heretical, impious or directly repugnant to the Faith. 
72 
Laud, another member of this "liberal" school, attacked Cardinal 
Bellarmine's explanation of eucharistic conversion as adductiva rather 
than conservativa or productiva. 
73 
This position Laud described as an 
"intricate, tedious, an almost inexplicable discourse about an 'adduc- 
tive conversion', a thing which neither divinity nor philosophy ever 
heard of till then". 
74 
Such conversion would in fact be no conversion 
at all, he argued, but a mere "translocation" of the pre-existent body 
of Christ to be under the species of bread, a charge which Bellarmine 
himself had acknowledged others to have made against him. 
75 
Such a 
conversio adductiva was not to be found in the writings of any "good 
author". 
76 
Apart from this main error in Bellarmine's teaching on 
eucharistic presence, there were according to Laud two other prominent 
mistakes. The first is that the body of Christ in the sacrament is non 
ut in Zoco, sed ut substantia sub accidentibus. 
77 Laud challenged 
Bellarmine or Fisher to give one instance in which a bodily substance 
under accidents is, or can be, anywhere and 
78 
yet not "as in some place". 
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The second error occurred when Bellarmine appealed to various Fathers 
for support of his language of conversion by adduction. He cited 
St. Bonadventure as stating, In transubstantiatione fit, ut quod erst 
aZicubi, sine sui mutatione fit aZibi. 
79 
Laud argued that there was 
nothing here which "can be drawn with cart-ropes to prove conversion by 
adduction"; if there was conversion, there had to be change, and 
Bonadventure asserted that transubstantiation occurred without change 
of the body. Laud, then, asked how a body which is in one place, or 
elsewhere (aZicubi), can be in another place (alibi) without "change of 
itself"; how could this be called transubstantiation, rather than 
translocation. Even Bellarmine's expression, Panis transit in corpus 
Christi, was for the Archbishop "a very sour consequence - should a man 
squeeze it". 
80 
Laud's rejection of transubstantiation, particularly as interpreted 
by Bellarmine, is clear, yet it has been suggested that "he appears to 
have accepted the positive doctrine which the more theologically minded 
advocates of Transubstantiation had at heart". 
81 Whether this inter- 
pretation of Laud's teaching is altogether correct or not, it does point 
to a certain moderation in Laud's assessment of transubstantiation. 
After having appealed for peace on the basis that "all sides agree in 
the faith of the Church of England", like Hooker before him, he then 
suggested that Rome (as well as the Lutherans) simply added a "manner of 
this His presence". 
82 
Moreover, Bellarmine's statement "that the 
conversion of the bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Christ is 
substantial, but after a secret and ineffable manner, and not like in 
all things to any natural conversion whatsoever", 
83 
would be acceptable 
"if he had left out 'conversion', and affirmed only Christ's 'real 
presence' there, after a mysterious, and indeed an ineffable, manner, no 
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man could have spoken better". 
84 
Here Laud seems to have suggested 
that transubstantiation is an unfortunate and unnecessary explanation 
of the real presence, rather than an evil corruption, idolatrous or 
impious doctrine. At one point in his Conference with'Fisher, Laud, in 
fact, described the Roman teaching, like Andrewes before him, as an 
opinion, (albeit an improbable one) which had been made into an article 
of faith: "And [here are] imposed upon Learned men, disputed and 
improbable opinions, Transubstantiation, Purgatorie, and Forbearance of 
the Cup in the blessed Eucharist, even against the expresse Command of 
our Saviour, and that for Articles of Faith". 
85 
For this 'liberal' 
notion, H. Burton attacked Laud in 1640: 
And sometimes a thing that is improbable, may 
prove true. For Improbable is not alwayes 
falsum. It may seem improbable to us, and 
yet he true in itselfe. But for transubstan- 
tiation: Is that which is clearly against 
Faith, against Reason, against the nature of 
Christ's Body naturalt, against the naturg6of 
the Sacrament, but an improbable opinion? 
Laud, in Burton's mind, had conceded too much toward the Roman theory by 
relegating it to the level of "improbable opinions"! 
Taylor, however, was not nearly so lenient toward transubstantia- 
tion. He described it in his 1654 The Real Presence as an "evil 
doctrine, false and dangerous". 
87 
He pointed in this treatise, as 
Andrewes had previously done, 
88 
to its ambiguous character, a charge 
which he reiterated ten years later in his A Dissuasive from Popery, 
Part I, 
89 
where he also pointed to "horrid and blasphemous questions" 
which sometimes were discussed concerning the sacrament, such as: If a 
priest goes past a baker's shop and with the right intention repeats the 
consecration, does all the bread in the shop become the body of Christ? 
Does a church mouse eat her maker if she eats a consecrated host? Is it 
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true that the priest in some sense becomes the creator of God Himself? 
90 
In a 1657 letter to "A Gentleman that was Tempted to the Communion of 
Rome", he described transubstantiation as a putting off of "your reason, 
and your sense, and your religion, and all the instruments of 
credibility". 
91 
In his 1667 A Dissuasive from Popery, Part II, Taylor 
intensified this, claiming: "But we hope it may be sufficient to say, 
1. That what the Church of Rome teaches of transubstantiation, is 
absolutely impossible, and implies contradictions very many; to the 
belief of which no faith can oblige us, and no reason can endure. "92 
In his evaluation of transubstantiation, Taylor was far removed 
from the 'liberalism' of men such as Andrewes, Montague and Laud, whose 
books, nonetheless, he still recommended in 1660 (supra, p. 104). His 
1654 The Real Presence may have influenced Cosin's Historia Transubstan- 
tiationis in this "hard-line" direction. 
Sharp and severe denunciations of the Roman doctrine had roots both 
in the continental and English Reformed 'true' presence tradition, 
Among the books which Taylor recommended in 1660 are those by several 
continental Reformed divines. One of these, A Defence of the 
Catholicke Faith (1610), by Pierre du Moulin, bitterly denounced 
transubstantiation as a "grosse errour" contrary to the "glory of our 
Saviour" and which "doth overthrow and abolish the humanity of our 
Saviour, and by consequent all our faith". 
93 
Whatever his attitude 
might have been in his earlier days during his association with Laud, by 
the time of the Interregnum, Taylor's denunciation of transubstantiation 
was not less severe than that of the Puritans (supra, p. 128) 
and he stood solidly in the stream of Calvin, Hooper and other Reformed 
divines. 
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In the writings of Herbert Thorndike, the 'liberal' position again 
found expression. In discussing the use of the word "sacramentally" 
used by the Council of Trent, Thorndike argued that it did not imply 
"the abolishing of the elements"94 and it was no less appropriate a 
designation because it was used by the Roman theologians "to signify the 
local presence of Christ's Body and Blood under the dimensions of the 
elements, the substance of them being gone". 
95 
Moreover, he refused to 
allow that the sacrament of Christ's body and blood could be rightly 
understood when the sign and the thing signified were said to "be both 
the same subject", i. e., "the dimensions of the elements (sic) being 
become the dimensions of Christ's Body and Blood" with all the bodily 
accidents of the bread and wine "subsisting in the same". 
96 
Admitting that the "elements are really changed, translated, turned, 
and converted into the Body and Blood of Christ", Thorndike argued that, 
properly speaking, transubstantiation was opposed to this change. 
Wherever change takes place, he maintained, something of the subject 
which is changed ought to remain, even though it is not sensible. In 
transubstantiation, however, "the whole subject" of the body and blood 
of Christ is thought to be substituted "instead of bread and wine, 
under their dimensions and accidents". This implies "the absolute 
ceasing of them to be" and the body and blood beginning to be, although 
not absolutely, under their dimensions. Therefore, he concluded, no 
subject for the change remains, with the accidents remaining unchanged 
and "the substance of the terms having nothing common, to bear the 
passion of that change which must be attributed to it". 
97 
Moreover, Thorndike argued against the separation of accidents and 
substances, which, he claimed, are "not distinguishable by common sense". 
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It is a philosophically disputable question whether the "quantity" and 
the "matter" are the same thing, and whether apart from the matter and 
the accidents with which it is invested there is a "substantial form". 
98 
The Romans may claim that everything which belongs to the "nature" of 
the elements remains under the accidents, but, Thorndike asked, how will 
they respond to the position which "our philosophy schools" maintain, 
i. e., "there are no substantial forms of material substances", but when 
something is named by its accidents in concreto (white, bitter, heavy, 
etc. ), "the very form and substance of it" has been named. 
99 
Thorndike's attack on transubstantiation, however, contained a 
limitation. If the Tridentine decree "could possibly be expounded to 
signify only the sacramental presence of the Body and Blood" effected by 
the consecration, then what need would there be to condemn those who 
believe the substance of bread to remain, he asked. Scripture, 
tradition and reason, Thorndike argued in his Epilogue, do not make 
the bodily presence of the bread to be*inconsistent with the sacramental 
presence of the flesh and blood. 
100 
Here one sees what seems to be a 
willingness on the part'of Thorndike to accept the term "transubstantia- 
tion" if it is explicated without the corollary of abolishing the 
substance of the elements. Moreover, transubstantiation might be an 
errors he stated, but it is a "flea-bite" in comparison with the various 
errors of the "Congregations and Presbyteries". The Roman Christian, 
while "afraid to think that the elements remain", is not rendered 
incapable of the "Spirit of God conveyed by the Body and Blood of our 
Lord in the sacrament". 
101 
It is evident, then, that while Thorndike 
did not accept the Roman explanation of the manner of eucharistic 
presence, he did not regard this teaching as destroying or inhibiting 
the presence of Christ's flesh in the eucharistic celebration, such as 
he at times regarded memorialism as doing (supra, p. 86). This 
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tolerant view of transubstantiation may well have been influenced by the 
earlier Hooker-Andrewes-Montague-Forbes-Laud strand of thinking in this 
matter. (Forbes' treatise had just been published the year before 
Thorndike's Epilogue. ) Thorndike's tolerant position also had a great 
deal in common with the attitude of various sixteenth-century Lutherans, 
which we have already discussed (supra, pp. 133-34 ), and as we saw in 
the last chapter, Thorndike was not unaware of the Lutheran 
eucharistic traditions. 
Despite the various ways in which the Caroline churchmen rejected 
transubstantiation as an appropriate description of eucharistic change, 
they, nevertheless, acknowledged that a change did take place in the 
sacrament. In De Sacra Eucharistia, Saravia discussed the change of 
bread and wine at which the Fathers marvelled (Hans tantam panis et vini 
mutationem Patres adrnirati sunt et magnificis verbis ornarunt1O2) in 
terms of what is added to them. They are enabled to be the food of man 
for eternal life because together with the flesh and blood of Christ 
they make up one sacrament: 
Quamvis enim vini panisque substantia mutata non 
sit, et maneant panis quod erat ante, similiter 
et vinum, habent tarnen quod antea non habebant, 
ut hominem pas cant in vitam aeternam, quod cum 
solius Carnis pro nobis immoZatae et Sanguinis 
fusi sit proprium, pani et vino tribui non -- 
posset, nisi unum Sacramenjbq cum Domini Carne 
et Sanguine constituerent. 
The change whch happens to the bread, he argued, is not a change of 
substance, but of quality (mutatio qualitatis), because when common bread 
becomes the body of Christ earthly things become divine things, 
sacramentally, not naturally: Quando enim panis, qui prius erat conviunis, 
fit sacrum Christi Corpus, et vinum Sanguis, res terrenae fuint Res 
Divinae: non quidem natura, sed Sacramento. 
104 
The bread, then, has 
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the weight or authority (pondus) and the likeness (instar) of the 
crucified body of Christ. 
105 
It is a change of accidents (nutatio 
accidentis) which comes upon the bread and wine by divine ordinance 
(quod ordinatione Divina supervenit pani et vino), 
106 
God is capable 
of working in the bread and wine in such a way that, while they remain 
what they were, they become sacramentally what they were not, i. e., the 
body and blood of Christ: .... Eum qui verbo Suo 
hoc potuit, posse etiam 
operari in pane et vino, manentibus quod erant, ut sint Sacramentaliter 
Corpus et Sanguis Ipsius, quod ante non erant. 
l°7 
It is only God 
Himself, Saravia added, who can effect this admiranda et divina mutatio, 
just as only He could make circumcision to be the covenant, bestow on 
the Ark the honour and reverence due to His divine presence, and enable 
baptismal water to wash the soul when it touches the body. 
108 
By no 
means is it to be denied that Saravia held a certain "dynamic" element 
within his understanding of the eucharistic change; the body and blood 
are given by those things subject to the senses, he argued: Quando 
sacramenta sumimus, rebus sensibiZibus, pane et vino, Corpus et Sanguis 
Christi nobis traditur; ... 
109 
This, however, is possible only because 
the heavenly things are united with the outward signs to make up one 
sacrament: ... quod nunquam vere dici possit nisi cum signis externis 
Res coelestes unitae essent, et unum Sacramentum constituerent. 
110 
Here one sees an emphasis on sacrament as object, as res, distinct from 
sacrament as action. The eucharistic change affects the elements by 
uniting them to Christ's body and blood. They are then capable of 
communicating this body and blood to the communicant. 
This interpretation of eucharistic change in terms of the union 
between bread and the body of Christ resembles that understanding found 
among some sixteenth-century Lutherans. Luther, for example, in a 1528 
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sermon on the Catechism taught that the eucharist is bread and wine 
joined to the Word, changed into the body and blood of Christ: 
Evxap L at La est Panis et vinum verbo coniunctum, nrutatum in corpus et 
sanguinem Christi. 
ill 
Chemnitz gave one of the clearest defences of 
this understanding of eucharistic transformation in his Examinis, where 
he argued that when the Word comes to the element, it does not 
annihilate the element, but makes it a sacrament: Verbum enim accedens 
ad elementuni, non annihiZat eZementum sed facit sacramentum. 
112 The 
Lutherans understand, he asserted, a sacramental change, such that, what 
before was only common bread and ordinary wine, is, when Christ's Word 
comes to it, no longer merely. bread and wine, but at the same time the 
body and blood of Christ, which are present, set forth and received: 
Haec certe magna, miracuZosa, & vere divina est mutatio, cum antea 
simpliciter tantum esset vulgaris panis & commune pocuZum: quod join post 
benedictionem, cure pane & vino Mo, vere, & substantiaZiter adest, 
exhibetur, & accipitur corpus & sanguis Christi. 
113 Similarly, he 
argued that, when the ancients spoke of transformation and conversion of 
bread and wine in the eucharist, they did not mean that their substance 
or nature ceases to be or is changed, but that at the same time there 
are present, set forth and received the body and blood of Christ: 
Veteres dicunt in Eucharistia fieri mutationem seu 
conversionem panis et vini. Hoc Pontificii inter- 
pretantur de annihilatione & transsubstantiatione 
eZementorurn, nos rautationem Sacramentalem inteZZi- 
girnus, cum scilicet antea tantum esst comrnunis 
panis, & vulgare vinum, quod accedente verbo 
Christi, non soZum panis & vinum, sed simuZ etiam 
ibi in Eucharistia corryj & sanguis Christi adsit, 
exhibeatur, & sumatur. 
There is no direct evidence that Saravia knew these works of Luther 
and Chemnitz. He did, however, acknowledge that he had read the 
eucharistic writings of certain Lutheran Germaniae theoZogi, 
115 
one of 
which could well have been Chemnitz., who was a leading divine within 
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German Lutheranism. Moreover, at one point in De Sacra Eucharistia, he 
stated that he wished that all those theologians who agreed "in 
substance" would also employ "the same words as used by that great 
servant of God, Martin Luther". 
116 
However Saravia arrived at his 
position with regard to eucharistic change, he certainly was working 
with ideas within the orbit of Lutheran thinking. 
Andrewes also discussed the sacramental conversion in such a way as 
to suggest that this alteration concerns not only the use to which the 
elements are put, but what the elements are. While he rejected 
transubstantiation, he did not deny the appropriateness of the 
preposition trans, and he affirmed that the elements are changed: At 
et nos praepositionem ibi 'trans' non negamus: et 'transmutari 
elementa' damus. 
117 
In his argument against Bellarmine, Andrewes 
admitted the patristic language of change, going so far as to accept 
St. Ambrose's statement that consecrated bread is not bread formed 
according to nature, but is consecrated by blessing and is thus changed: 
... neque nos, 
'elementuni benedictione mutari', contradicimus: ut panis 
jam consecratus 'non sit panis, quern natura formavit; sed, quern 
benedictio consecravit', et consecrando etiam immutavit. 
118 Similarly, 
he claimed that the Church of England believed with St. Gregory of Nyssa 
that by virtue of the blessing the nature of bread and wine is changed, 
but is not transubstantiated: Et nos, cum Nysseno credimus, 'virtute 
benedictionis, panis et vini naturam immutari!, nec tarnen veZ ipse, vel 
nos 'transubstantiari'. 
120 
If the eucharistic change did not imply for Andrewes a change of the 
elements' substance, and yet did imply a certain change in the elements' 
nature, how did he understand this to occur? The answer lies in his 
response to Bellarmine's interpretation of pseudo-Cyprian's words, Parris 
144 
... non ef figie, sed natura mutatus orracipotentia verbi factus est caro 
.., as meaning Naturani, id est substantiam, mutari dicit; et effigiem, 
id est accidentia, non rautari. 
121 
Andrewes could not accept this 
equating of nature with substance, and argued that when the almighty 
power of the word comes, nature is changed, so that what before was a 
bare element is made into a divine sacrament: Accedente enim verbi 
omnipotentia, naturam mutari, ut quod ante nudum elementum erat, divinum 
jam fiat Sacramentum, manente tamen, quae prius fuit, substantia. 
122 
He accused Bellarmine of breaking off abruptly the words of pseudo- 
Cyprian which compared this change to the union of humanity and divinity 
in Christ: Docent hoc quae statim sequuntur verba; et, quae pars sunt 
ejusdem periodi, et a vobis semper, non sine fraude, praecisa, 'Et Sicut 
in persona Christi humanitas videbatur, et latebat divinitas; ita 
Sacramento visibiZi divina se infudit essentia'. 
123 The union between 
the visible sacrament and the invisible res of the sacrament is like the 
union which occurred between the humanity and divinity in Christ. This 
must be admitted, Andrewes argued, unless one wished to be, accused of 
Eutychianism: Ea nempe conjunctio inter Sacramentum visible, et rem 
Sacramenti invisiblilem, quae inter humanitatem et divinitatem Christi, 
ubi, nisi Eutychen sapere vultis, humanitas in divinitatem non transub- 
stantiatur. 
124 
Andrewes' point was that the nature of the eucharistic 
bread is changed by virtue of its conjunction with the body of Christ, 
just as human nature was changed by virtue of its conjunction with the 
divinity of Christ in the incarnation. His discussion of sacramental 
conversion concerned what happens to the elements of bread and wine 
themselves, rather than the use in which they are employed. They are 
changed inasmuch as they are no longer only bread and wine, but are also 
Christ's body and blood. One might call this a "unifying" 
145 
understanding of sacramental change. 
Andrewes' way of speaking about the conversion, like that of 
Saravia, has features in common with that strand of sixteenth-century 
Lutheran thinking following Luther. While he did not explicitly appeal 
to Lutheran sources (and what seventeenth-century Anglican divine 
setting out publicly to defend the teaching of the Church of England 
would! ), a similarity of thought with the teaching of Chemnitz is 
discernible. There is no positive evidence that Andrewes knew 
Chemnitz' writings in 1610,125 but there is some evidence which suggests 
that by 1629 he was familiar with the Examinis. 
126 
If Andrewes did in 
fact know this work, he could have been familiar with, and influenced by, 
Chemnitz' thinking already in 1610. This may help to explain why he 
did not develop the idea of eucharistic change in terms of use, as some 
of his sixteenth-century English forbears had done (supra, pp. 29,40, 
42,43,47,48). 
127 
Turning to Cosin in his early years, one finds a similar conception 
of the eucharistic conversion. In his first series of notes on the 
1619 Prayer Book, he commented that "Before consecration, we called them 
God's creatures of bread and wine, now we do so'no more after consecra- 
tion". 
128 
The practice of the Church of England was better in this 
regard than that of the Church of Rome, which continued to refer to them 
as creatures after consecration. And yet, Cosin taunted, "they will be 
upbraiding us for denying the real presence, when - as we believe better 
than they". 
1.29 
The reason for the English practice was that: 
... after consecration we think no more of bread 
and wine, but have our thoughts taken wholly up 
with the Body of Christ; and therefore we keep 
ourselves to these words only, abstaining from 
the other, (though the bread remain there still 
to the eye, ) which they do not. And herein we 
follow the fathers, who after consecration would 
146 
not suffer it to be called bread and wine 130 
any longer, but the Body and Blood of Christ. 
There is very little to distinguish this passage from a sophisticated 
interpretation of transubstantiation. Even Cosin's phrase, "though the 
bread remain there still to our eyes" is not opposed to the Roman 
teaching. As we have already seen (supra, p. 125), Cosin argued that 
Maldonatus had acknowledged that even Rome distinguished between 
the sign and the thing signified. However close he came to the Roman 
theory, Cosin failed to make the positive identification of the 
eucharistic change as one of "substance", and he refused to accept a 
"desition of the nature and being" of the bread and wine. 
131 
Nonethe- 
less, this is far more than a change in terms of use. The change 
concerns the elements themselves -a presence in them (as we shall see 
in the next chapter) - what we have called a "unifying" change. The 
teaching of Andrewes may have been the immediate Anglican impetus behind 
Cosin's thinking in this matter. His 1610 Responsio, with which Cosin 
was undoubtedly familiar given its notoriety, may well have encouraged 
him to think along the lines in which he did, towards an understanding 
of change in terms of what is added to the earthly elements. Andrewes' 
relatively tolerant view of transubstantiation may have encouraged Cosin 
to an even more positive appraisal of the theory as it found expression 
in Maldonatus' teaching. 
Cosin's understanding of eucharistic conversion, however, underwent 
significant modifications, undoubtedly related to his exile in France, 
his friendship with Reformed pastors there, and his more positive 
appraisal of Calvinism. 
132 
In the 1647 tract on transubstantiation, he 
put forward a clearly defined exposition of sacramental change as one of 
"the virtue, the condition, the office, the use, the dignitie of the 
Bread". 
133 
To say that the nature of the elements is changed does not 
147 
mean that they have lost their "substance" or their "substantial 
properties and conditions". It does mean, however; 
... that it receiveth a new supernaturall 
condition, and a new superadded dignitie, which 
it had not before, to become the mysticall sym- 
bole, and the Blessed Sacrament of Christ's 
Body. And this change in the Bread is wrought 
only by the Almightie power of His word, because 
He only can adde and give unto it this dignitie, 
power, and efficacie, that is, that it may be 
not only a signe, but also an efficacious instru- 
ment of exhibiting Chrijt3 s Body, and conferring 
grace to the faithfull. 
Cosin continued this understanding in his Historia Transubstantionis 
Papalis, possibly further encouraged in this direction by Taylor's 
1654 The Real Presence, which he obtained for (and which still remains 
in) his library. Cosin denied any substantial change, but affirmed a 
"sacramental" alteration, in which the external elements receive the 
name of that which they represent, being changed in such a way as to 
retain the nature of their substance. 
135 
This change, he argued, is 
vere magna and supernaturaZis, but is a change concerning the state and 
condition (status ac Conditio) of the elements, not their substance or 
their proper essence. 
136 
The Greek patristic terms, 11ezat3OX1 , 
jlETOLTLOL4CFLs and j. LETCLQTOLX(A)CYLS " and the Latin terms, conVerSZO, 
mutatio, transmutatio, trarsfiguratio and transeZementatio, when applied 
to the eucharist do not imply transubstantiation; nor do they imply any 
more essential or substantial change than occurs to man in baptism, to 
the body in the resurrection, to the human nature in its assumption into 
the person of Christ, or in the sanctification of the Christian. 
137 
The eucharistic change, effected by grace, makes the bread and wine 
become certain and assured symbols of the body and blood, and thus 
pledges of justification and redemption. 
138 
This conversion, similar 
to changes occurring in other sacraments, enables one to say that the 
external symbol is changed into the internal and divine part . 
because. the 
148 
former represents the latter vere et efficaciter. 
139 The greatness and 
dignity of the sacrament lies in the power and action of God who 
sanctifies creatures to such an office (menus). It is not man's power, 
Cosin argued, but the divine virtue (Divina virtus) which makes earthly 
elements become the certain pledges of Christ's body and blood (ut res 
terrenae et exiles fiant nobis certissima Corporis et Sanguinis Christi 
pignora). 
140 
It is a change of usus, and one can even grant that it is 
a change of natura, as long as this is understood to mean a sacramental 
/what 
change such that/was, still is, "and yet is altered, as St. Ambrose 
taught. 
141 
Moreover, this new use and alteration mean that by the 
elements, Christ's body and blood are communicated. 
142 
For this reason, 
Cosin acknowledged with the Fathers a change which is wonderful, super- 
natural and proper to the divine omnipotency offering communicants 
a 143 xoLvwvLa Corporis Christi. 
Returning to the 1620s, we see that Montague had at that time 
already articulated a "dynamic" view of the sacramental conversion, such 
as Cosin held in later years. In one passage in A New Gagg for an Old 
Goose, he acknowledged, "No man denyeth a change, an alteration, a 
transmutation, a transeZementation, as they the Fathers speake .... x, 
144 
This statement may seem to indicate that Montague favoured an under- 
standing of change similar perhaps to that held by the Eastern Orthodox, 
but it is evident from the context that the kind of change which he had 
in mind is a change concerning the use to which the elements were put. 
He wrote, "... no man otherwise beleeveth but that the natural condition 
of the Bread consecrated, is otherwise than it was: beeing disposed and 
used to that holy use, of imparting Christ unto the Communicants ". 
145 
Montague argued in Appello Caesarem that in the early Church various 
149 
terms were employed by the Fathers to express this change, such as 
lletaßoX1'j, UUeTanoCTIOLC, jLeTQ. QXTjjxLTL. Ol C and j1ETG. QTOLXELG0YLs. 
146 
He qualified his understanding and acceptance of this language by stating, 
"... a change of the elements, that is Transmutation, and Transelementa- 
tion, doe not inferre, you must know Transubstantiation". "There is", 
he maintained, "a Conversion SaeramentaZZ, that is, of signification, 
147 
and of operation and use; as also in the Waters of Baptisme. " 
Another indication that Montague's understanding of eucharistic 
change was in terms of the use to which the elements are put was his 
appeal to Bishop Morton. 
148 
He argued that Morton did not interpret 
Ambrose's statement, "Before Consecration it was bread, common bread: 
but after consecration it becommeth the FLESH OF CHRIST, because then 
the Sacrament is consummate", as popery. 
149 
These are the "very words 
by mee recited out of Lib. IV. cap. 4. de Sacram", Montague said. "Is 
this Popery in M. MONTAGU? is it good catholick Doctrine in Bishop 
Morton? "150 Commenting on Ambrose's words, Operatorius sermo est, & 
sunt quae erant, & in aZiud commutantur, Montague wrote: 
But esse quod erant, doth utterly take away and 
abolish that fiction of Transubstantiation unto 
another nature. They remained what they were 
indeed, yet changed in use, to be Instruments 
by Faith oft face, as his own similitude doth 
illustrate. 
This is nearly a verbatim passage taken from a footnote in Morton's Of 
the Institution of the Blessed Bodie and Blood of Christ152 and shows 
Montague's concurrence with Morton on the understanding of the 
sacramental change in terms of use. 
Laud, when he positively described a eucharistic change in his last 
days, did so in the "dynamic" way. In his History of the Troubles and 
Tr als, written during his imprisonment in the Tower before his martyr- 
150 
dom, he defended the epiclesis in the first Prayer Book of Edward VI and 
in the 1637 Scottish Liturgy of Charles 1.153 He argued that the change 
occurring in the eucharist is the work of God Himself: "Well, and a work 
of omnipotency it is whatever the change be. For less than Omnipotence 
cannot change those elements, either in nature, or use, to so high a 
service as they are put in that great Sacrament". 
154 
Here Laud set 
forward two possible ways of understanding the eucharistic change, i. e., 
either a change in "nature" or a change in "use". Invoking God's 
goodness to effect a conversion did not imply any "corporal presence of 
Christ in this Sacrament", he asserted. The phrase of the Roman mass, 
ut fiant nobis, implies that the elements are not transubstantiated "in 
themselves; into the Body and Blood of Christ, nor that there is any 
155 
corporal presence, in, or under the elements". After consecration 
or benediction, he acknowledged, the elements "may be called, the Body 
and Blood of Christ, without any addition, in that real and true sense 
in which they are so called in Scripture". The words fiant nobis 
provide "an allay in the proper signification of the body and blood", 
and "cannot well be understood otherwise, than to imply not the corporal 
substance, but the real, and yet the spiritual use of them". 
156 
A few years later, Taylor continued this "dynamic" view of 
eucharistic change, arguing in his 1650 The Rule and Exercises of Holy 
Living that after the consecration the bread and wine are no longer 
common bread and wine, but are "holy in their use, holy in their 
signification, holy in their change, and holy in their effect", and they 
enable the communicant to "receive Christ's body and blood to all 
effects and purposes of the Spirit, as thou does receive the blessed 
elements into thy mouth". 
157 
151 
Four years later, he expanded this teaching in The Real Presence. 
The question which divides the Church of England from the Church of Rome, 
he claimed, is not whether the "symbols be changed into Christ's body and 
blood", since both sides grant this, but concerns the manner of this 
conversion. Is it "sacramental and figurative" or is it "natural and 
bodily"? The Roman teaching, Taylor argued, is that conversion is 
"proper, natural and corporal", implying that 1. after the consecration 
there is no bread and wine on the altar, 2. the accidents remain, but 
"neither in the bread, nor in the body of Christ, but by themselves" 
(e. g., there is whiteness, but nothing white), 3. in the place of the 
substance of bread and wine there are brought the "natural" body and 
blood of Christ, 4. the flesh of Christ is eaten by all communicants, 
"good and bad, worthy and unworthy", 5. there is a distinction and 
opposition between "spiritual" manducation and "sacramental" or "real" 
manducation, and 6. Christ is taken by the mouth. 
158 
The eucharistic conversion, Taylor argued, is "spiritual", 
159 
"figurative, mysterious', and sacramental" as opposed to being "proper, 
natural and corporal". 
160 
The Greek Fathers, when speaking of the 
"change of the symbols in the holy sacrament", sometimes used words like 
ueTaßoXh, I1£TaW)$j. ll. QLS, uIETaoxcÜaol. Loc., UeTaotoi. cCoc , 
ItctaruoCrjßt. c, "conversion, mutation, transition, migration, transfigu- 
ration". Yet, Taylor argued, by these terms they understood 
"accidental and sacramental conversions, not proper, natural, and. 
substantial" ones. 
161 
Change means a "change of use, of condition, of 
sanctification", as when a table is changed into an altar, a house'into 
a church, and a man into a priest. 
162 
When the Fathers acknowledged 
nature being changed in the sacrament, they understood this as an 
"accidental change"; when they referred to a change of the bread into 
152 
the substance of Christ's body, they meant "sacramentally", not 
"naturally". 
163 
The Fathers in affirming the eucharistic transforma- 
tion and presence wrote either in a way which the Church of England 
acknowledges, Taylor claimed, such as "it is Christ's Body and is not 
common bread", or they affirmed more than is allowed to be literally and 
properly true by either Romans or Protestants, such as Chrysostom's 
words, "Thou seest him, thou touchest him, thou eatest him, and thy 
tongue is made bloody by this admirable blood... ". 
164 
The words of the 
Fathers, in their most hyperbolical expressions, ought to be understood 
and expounded "sacramentally and mystically", i. e., the name of the 
thing signified or figured understood as being given to the sign or 
figure. 
165 
The Fathers may have acknowledged a conversion of bread and 
wine into Christ's flesh and blood, but they also acknowledged the 
communicants' conversion into Christ. 
166 
The change which occurs in the 
eucharist is like that which takes place in other sacraments. Taylor 
argued that St. Cyril of Alexandria had compared the alteration of the 
bread occurring after the epiclesis to that occurring in the chrism: 
'As the bread of the eucharist after the invocation 
of the Holy Ghost is no longer common bread, but it 
is the body of Christ: so this holy unguent is no 
longer mere and common ointment, but it is ()(6CPLQ1.1a 
XPL. GTOO) , the grace of Christ: xpCQu. a Xpt, QZOO it 
uses to be mistaken, the 'chrism' for the grace or 
gift of Christ; and yet this is not spoken properly, 
as is apparent; but it is in this a163n the 
eucharist: '- so says the comparison. 
Likewise, St. - Chrysostom taught that the table is "as the manger in which 
Christ was laid" and "the-priest'is a seraphim, and' his hands are the 
tongs taking the coal from the altar". 
168 
The change which occurs in the sacrament does not mean that the 
bread becomes Christ's body in a "proper natural sense", but only in a 
"figurative improper sense", i. e., a change of "use, virtue and 
condition": 
153 
The sum of all is this; If of bread Christ said, 
'This is my body', because it cannot be true in a 
proper natural sense, it implying a contradiction 
that it should be properly bread, and properly 
Christ's body; it must follow, that it is Christ's 
body in a figurative improper sense. But if the 
bread does not remain bread, but be changed by 
blessing into our Lord's body; this also is 
impossible to be in any sense true, but by affirming 
the change to be only in use, virtue, and condition, 
with whjg change the natural being of bread may 
remain. 
This position of Taylor's regarding the eucharistic transformation 
should serve as the framework for understanding his liturgical 
formulation. In A Collection of Offices (1658), published four years 
after The Real Presence and two years before The Worthy Communicant, 
Taylor included in the eucharistic rite an explicit epiclesis which calls 
upon the Father to send down His Holy Spirit to bless and sanctify the 
gifts "That this Bread may become the Holy Body of Christ. Amen. 
And this Chalice may become the life-giving Blood of Christ". 
170 The 
interpretation of these words immediately follows the epiclesis: "That 
it may become unto us all that partake of it this, a Blessed instrument 
of Union with Christ, of pardon and peace, of health and blessing, of 
holiness and life Eternal, through Jesus Christ our Lord". 
171 
There may be temptation to isolate the epiclesis proper and to argue 
that Taylor was setting forth a position similar to that of the Eastern 
Church, or that Taylor's liturgical material expressed his beliefs 
"unclouded by the exigencies of controversy", 
172 
or that his rite marked 
the beginning of a more "mature and more exact" theology, going beyond 
the "narrow world of the Western Middle Ages" to the primitive Church 
and the ancient Fathers. 
173 
In external form and phraseology this may 
be true, as the title of this collection of offices explicitly indicates 
that the form of prayers was taken from the Scriptures "and the Ancient 
Liturgies of Several Churches, Especially the Greek". 
174 
To assert 
154 
that the theological meaning or intention of the texts was something 
other than that expressed'in Taylor's theological writings is another 
matter. The title of the eucharistic rite indicates that it is 
"According to the Way of the Apostolical Churches, and the Doctrine of 
the Church of England". 
175 
Here seems to be the key for understanding 
the relationship between Taylor's liturgical material and his 
theological works; he filled Eastern liturgical forms with what he 
regarded to be the eucharistic doctrine of the English Church. The 
prayer which followed the epiclesis ("That it may become ... a Blessed 
instrument of Union with Christ") and the various passages from his 
treatises expressed the same conception of eucharistic change, i. e., 
one of use, virtue and condition for conveying the body and blood and 
for effecting union with Christ. 
It has been argued quite convincingly by Dugmore that Taylor's 
eucharistic doctrine was influenced by his nearly ten years of intimate 
association with William Nicholson (1591-1672) at Newton Hall (a school 
in Carmarthenshire), beginning in 1645. Nicholson's A Plain but Full 
Exposition of the Catechism of the Church of England, published in 1655, 
taught a "dynamic" doctrine of eucharistic change. 
176 
It seems quite 
likely, then, that Taylor was influenced by Nicholson in this regard. 
One should not forget that . '"this "dynamic" understanding 
of sacramental change had much wider roots reaching back to the 
sixteenth-century English heritage of men such as Ridley, Jewel and 
Hooker (as we saw in the first chaper, supra, pp. 29,40-43 whose 
writings were known by the Caroline divines. 
177 
Montague, Laud in his 
latter days, Cosin after his exile, and Taylor perpetuated in the 
seventeenth century their understanding of change in terms of use. 
155 
It should also be pointed out that this conception of the 
eucharistic transformation was also held by sixteenth-century continental 
defenders of the 'true' presence doctrine and was maintained by their 
seventeenth-century descendants. Martin Bucer, for example, in his 
Censura on the 1549 Prayer Book, argued that there is no other alteration 
of the bread and wine other than that by which they are changed from 
their usual and ordinary use (ex vulgari communique usu) and become 
symbols of the body and blood so that those who receive them with true 
faith may receive a deeper communion in the Lord. 
178 
In the Institution, 
Calvin argued that the conversion which occurs in the eucharist is of 
such a nature that after consecration, the elements are considered in 
a different light from common food intended only for the body. In the 
sacrament bread and wine become the spiritual food and drink of the soul: 
Car ce qu'ils disent qu'en consacrant le pain il 
se fait une conversion secrete, teZZement qu'iZ y 
a autre chose que du pain et du vin, ce n'est pas, 
comme i'ay desia monstrg, pour signifier que Ze 
pain et Ze vin s'esvanouissent, mais qu'on Zes doit 
avoir en autre estime que des viandes communes, qui 
sont seulement pour paistre le ventre, veu que la 
nous aeons le boire et176 manger spirituel pour 
nous nourrir nos arnes. 
Moreover, Calvin (as Cosin and Montague were to do in the next century) 
compared the eucharistic change to the change occurring in holy baptism: 
... mais s'ils veulent tirer cela a leur 
resverie, ie leur demande queZ changement is 
pensent qu'il se face au Baptesme. Car Zes 
Anciens recognoissent qu'iZ s'y fait aussi une 
conversion admirable, c'est qu'un element 
corruptible est fait lavement spirituel des cones, 
et toutesfois1M Z ne nie que Z'eau ne demeure en 
sa substance. 
Pierre du Moulin, the seventeenth-century (1600-1684) French Calvinist, 
taught that the "sanctifying of the symbols, called by some of the 
ancients Mutation" is not an "essentiall, but sacramental" change, "not 
as touching the substance, but as touching the use". The elements, he 
156 
maintained, are taken from common use and are "consecrated and dedicated 
to serve a sacred end, and spiritual use, following the ordinance and 
institution of Christ, upon whom and his promise, not upon the words 
newly pronounced dependeth the power and efficacie of this sacrament". 
181 
It is also worthy of note that among the English Puritans is found 
this same understanding of the sacramental change as concerning what the 
elements accomplish in the eucharistic action, rather than what happens 
to the elements themselves. The Puritan Bishop of Bangor, Lewis Bayly 
(d. 1631), for example, in his The Practice of Piety, taught that while 
the consecration does not "change or annihilate the substance of bread 
and wine", it does change them in use and in name". 
182 
H. Burton, the 
opponent of Laud, in his 1640 Replie to a Relation, admitted that ancient 
Fathers spoke of a mutation and a change of nature in the elements, but 
that they did not mean by this a "changing of their substance, but of 
their use, from being common bread and wine to become Sacramentall, or 
Sacred". 
183 
In the writings of Herbert Thorndike we find a teaching of 
eucharistic transformation which differs in significant ways from both 
the Lutheranizing and/or Romanizing tendencies of Saravia, Andrewes and 
the early Cosin and the "Reformed school" of Montague, Laud, the later 
Cosin and Taylor. 
184 
, 
For lack of a better term, we shall call it a 
doctrine of "pneumatological change". In his Epilogue, he argued that 
there is a certain transformation of the elements: "it shall be enough, 
that they all acknowledge the elements to be changed, translated, and 
turned into the substance of Christ's Body and Blood; though as in a 
sacrament, that is, mystically; ... ". 
185 
This, however, does not require 
the nature and substance of the elements to be gone. The bread is, as 
Izenaeus said, both "the earthly thing, as well as the Body the 
157 
heavenly". 
186 
Even the canon of the Roman mass teaches a certain 
abatement in the change which occurs to the bread, Thorndike argued: 
"No man, that understands Latin and sense, will say it is the same 
thing for the elements to become the Body and Blood of Christ, as to 
become the Body and Blood to those that receive; which imports no more 
than that which I have said". 
187 
The "abatement" which Thorndike here 
had in mind was the remaining of bread and wine in their entirety despite 
the eucharistic change. 
In an earlier treatise, Of Religious Assemblies (1642), he had 
argued in a similar way concerning the words of the canon (ut nobis 
corpus fiat dilectissimi FiZii Tui Domini nostri Jesu Christi): ".... 
the words cannot well be understood otherwise than to import not the 
corporal substance, but the spiritual use of them 
[he 
elementj" when 
the bread and wine are said to become the body and blood to them that 
communicate. 
188 
Acknowledging that Eastern forms of consecration pray 
that "the elements may be made, or become, or be changed, or translated 
into the body and blood of Christ", he interpreted this to mean that 
while the bread and wine do not cease to be what they were, they now 
become what they were not, i. e., "visible signs exhibiting the invisible 
grace which they figure". 
189 
This invisible grace is the body and 
blood, "not in respect of the corporal substance and kind, whereof they 
consist, but in respect to the spiritual communion which they exhibit". 
190 
Something occurs to the bread and wine, he argued in his Epilogue, 
such that one can say that the elements "become the Body and Blood of 
Christ'. 
191 
If this change did not signify either transubstantiation or 
a bodily presence of Christ's flesh and blood for Thorndike, what did it 
signify? It meant that something occurs to the bread and wine 
themselves, and not only to the use to which they are put (i. e., for 
communicating the body and blood). The Holy Spirit descends upon the 
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eucharistic gifts and "dwells" in them, making them the body and blood 
of Christ. 
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In his 1656 A Letter Concerning the Present State of 
Religion Amongst Us, Thorndike had argued that the bread and wine 
"mystically" and "spiritually" and "in a sacrament" become the flesh and 
blood. 
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Bread and wine, however, are not changed into the "nature of 
flesh and blood", as bread and wine consumed by Christ on earth are said 
to have become the flesh and blood of the Son of God by becoming the 
flesh and blood of His manhood, he argued in his 1662 Just Weights and 
Measures. Rather, bread and wine become such by being united to the 
Spirit of Christ, HisýGodhead, "immediately and ipso facto". The body 
and blood of Christ by the incarnation and the eucharistic elements by 
consecration "become both one sacramentally, by being both one with the 
Spirit or Godhead of Christ, to the conveying of God's Spirit to a 
Christian". 
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Thorndike ascribed this teaching to St. Gregory of 
Nyssa, asserting that it was grounded upon the consecratory prayers used 
by the whole Church, and claiming it for his own: "... 
[his doctrine 
seems to me to make good all that the ancient fathers have taught 
concerning this sacrament; whereas no other terms are able to do the 
s ame . 
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The "great miracle" of the eucharist is neither transubstantiation 
nor consubstantiation, he argued in his Epilogue, but is one which also 
requires the "infinite power of God" to bring about, 
.. that by His Spirit He tendereth the Flesh and 
Blood of Christ, so sacramentally present in the 
elements, that whoso receiveth them faithfully, 
thereby communicates as truly in the Spirit of God 
according to his spirit, as according to his body 
he cog gicates sacramentally in His Body and 
Blood. 
There is no need, he claimed, for the body and blood to be present in 
"bodily substance", since they are there "mystically" by the operation 
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of the Holy Spirit. 
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Several years later in The Reformation of the 
Church of England, he described the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the 
elements as analogous to the incarnation and hypostatic union, in that 
the Godhead is united to earthly elements for His purposes, without 
abolishing them. 
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Given this interpretation of eucharistic conversion in terms of a 
descent of the Holy Spirit and His dwelling in the earthly elements, 
together with an explicit claim by Thorndike that his understanding of 
change was that of St. Gregory of Nyssa, there is a certain legitimacy 
in understanding his thinking in this matter as reflecting a tendency 
toward Eastern Orthodoxy. Certainly his emphasis on the role of the 
Holy Spirit in effecting the transformation had links with the East. 
The Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom, for example, calls upon God 
to send down His Holy Spirit upon the congregation and upon the gifts of 
bread and wine (Kat&r[a ov To INcüu& Qou' To 'Ayi. ou tcp' t 116LQ, 
xat bnt T& ttpo3CC)ICva AcSpa TaOTa) and to make the bread the body of 
Christ, changing them by the Holy Spirit (Kat TtoC aoV TaV p v"Aptov 
TOÜTOV, TC4LOV Eia TOO XpLOTOÜ QOU,... Ta U 6V Tc 11oTnpC4) 
TOLT(p, TtIlLov Afua TOO X1tpl, QTOÜ QOU ... Meta(3aX6v T(ß. 1 
IIvEVuazL aou tyf AyCc) . 
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There is, however, something very different about the position held 
by Thorndike and the teaching of St. Gregory of Nyssa, the representative 
of the Greek tradition to whom he appealed. Thorndike used the Oratio 
Catechetica of Gregory 1. to contrast the natural transformation of bread 
into the body of the Logos, occurring through eating, with the immediate 
change brought about in the sacrament by the gifts being united to the 
Spirit, and 2. to argue that the flesh of Christ by incarnation and the 
bread by consecration are one "sacramentally" since they both are united 
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to the Spirit. St. Gregory, however, used the natural transformation 
of bread into the body of the Logos, occurring through eating, as an 
analogy for understanding the eucharistic transformation, which he saw 
as differing from it only in terms of immediacy. St. Gregory taught 
a transmutation (IiCtartoCncLQ) of the bread into the body of the Logos, 
while Thorndike taught a "sacramental" unity between the bread and body, 
both being united to the same Spirit or Godhead. 
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Moreover, in terms of seventeenth-century orthodoxy, Thorndike's 
teaching fell far short of the various "confessions" being produced. 
The 1642 Orthodox. Confession of Metropolitan Peter Mogila of Kiev, for 
example, taught that after the invocation of the Holy Spirit, the 
substance (OVOLä) of the bread and wine is changed (ýicta(a%XCTat. ) 
into the substance of the body and blood of Christ, which is appropri- 
ately described as transubstantiation (j1EZOUQC(ilQL0.201 In 1672, just 
at about the same time as Thorndike was writing The Reformation of the 
Church of England, the Council of Jerusalem, under Patriarch Dositheus, 
met and affirmed the Confession of Dositheus. This treatise explicitly 
rejected the notion that the eucharistic presence takes place by the 
conjunction of the Deity of the Word to the sacramental elements. 
Rather, after the consecration, the bread and wine are changed 
(J. I, ciaßaXXco&u. ) , transubstantiated (1LETOVCl, Oüa8aL), transmade 
(ueTanoLeia8aL), and reordered (UctapýU UZCeG$aL), into the real 
body and blood of the Lord. 
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This is something more than Thorndike 
wished to affirm! 
Thorndike's teaching of eucharistic change, by which he understood 
the elements themselves to be indwelt by the same Spirit who indwells 
the flesh of Christ, has characteristics of both the earlier "dynamic" 
idea and "unifying" concept, found among the Caroline divines. With the 
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former it teaches that in the spiritual use of the elements the body and 
blood of Christ are communicated. With the latter, it teaches that 
there is a presence (albeit, a presence of the Spirit directly, and of 
the body and blood only indirectly or "sacramentally") associated with 
the elements themselves. Yet, this teaching of Thorndike which 
"localizes" the Holy Spirit in the eucharistic elements (in much the 
same way as Roman and sixteenth-century Lutheran theology tended to 
"localize" the body and blood in the elements), defies categorization. 
It differed from Orthodox, Roman, Lutheran and Calvinist sacramental 
doctrine and should be seen as Thorndike's unique exposition of the 
transformation occurring in the eucharist. 
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What then can we say about Caroline teaching on eucharistic 
conversion? First, there is variety, both in terms of their evaluations 
of transubstantiation and in terms of their positive descriptions of the 
transformation. The one point upon which they were all agreed, however, 
was that the Roman theory was neither accurate nor appropriate. 
Nonetheless, they disagreed as to how transubstantiation was to be 
regarded. Saravia, the late Cosineand Taylor took a hard-line, strongly 
condemnatory attitude toward it, much in accord with sixteenth- and 
seventeenth-century Calvinist and Puritan thought. Andrewes, the early 
Cosin, Montague, Forbes, Laud and Thorndike held more 'liberal' notions, 
treating transubstantiation as if it were more of an irrelevant and too 
highly speculative description of the sacramental change, which Rome had 
unwisely elevated to the status of dogma. This perspective bears 
similarities to that of certain sixteenth-century Lutherans. Moreover, 
both the 'hard-liners' and the 'liberals' had roots in the sixteenth- 
century English tradition, and their ideas can be regarded as the 
continuation of two earlier Anglican strands of thinking., 
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With regard to their positive understanding of the eucharistic 
conversion, one becomes aware of the beginning of a shift in thinking 
from the previous century among some of the Caroline divines. Montague, 
Laud, the late Cosin and Taylor were the 'conservatives' in this matter, 
and perpetuated the sixteenth-century Reformed teaching of change in 
terms of use as found in the Church of England. The ideas of Saravia, 
Andrewes and the early Cosin show an understanding of what we have 
called a "unifying" change, similar to that which was found among 
certain earlier Lutherans. Thorndike was the most original of the 
divines, combining the "dynamic" and "unifying" emphases within an 
Eastern Orthodox pneumatological appraoch. 
It must be pointed out, however, that these various interpretations 
of the sacramental transformation were not rigid conceptualizations 
separated from each other by immovable walls. Differing emphases 
co-existed with each other throughout the period. With regard to the 
period as a whole, we can say that the variety of understandings of 
sacramental change among the Caroline theologians indicate that it was 
a new phase in the development of Anglican eucharistic theology, an 
edging away from the domination by Reformed thinking in the previous 
century. 
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p. 196: ... ut neque panis, neque substantiae ipsius accidentia maneant, 
sed in divinam substantiam transeZemententur. 
64Considerationes, 
2: 486. Forbes wondered at how Bishop Morton 
could have denied that transubstantiation was believed by the Patriarch 
Jeremiah II. Ibid, p. 488. For the text from Morton, see Of the 
Institution of the Sacrament of the Blessed Bodie and Blood of Christ, 
p. 144. 
65 Considerationes, 2: 488. 
66Sed 
quicquid hac de re senserit Cyrillus, certum est, recentiores 
Graecos a transsubstantiationis opinione non fuisse, neque etianinum esse, 
offnino aZienos. Ibid., p. 490. Compare this opinion with that of 
Bishop Ridley, who denied that the Greek Church ever taught transubstan- 
tiation. " Works, pp. 249-50 (Disputation at oxford). 
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67Considerationes, 
2: 490. 
68 
Among the passages from De Captiyitate Babylonica of Luther, 
Forbes included this very important passage: Permitto qui voZet utrom- 
que opinionem tenere; hoc solum nunc ago, ut scrupulos conscientiarum 
de medio toZZam, ne quis se reum haereseos metuat, si in aZtari verum 
panem verumque vinum esse crediderit; sed Ziberum esse sibi sciat 
citra periculum salutis, aZterutrum imaginari, opinari, et credere, cum 
sit hic nuZZa necessitas fidei, etc. Considerationes, 2: 490,492; 
see also, WA, 6: 508. 
69Errorem 
quidem esse affirmare, panem in Sacramento non manere, 
sed tamen in isto errore non multum esse situm, modo corpus et sanguis 
Christi cum verbo ibi relinquatur. WA, 11: 441 (Von Anbeten des 
Sakraments des heiligen Leichmans). Also: Se hactenus docuisse et 
adhuc docere, parum referre nec magni momenti quaestionem esse, sive 
quis panem in Eucharistia manere, sive non manere sed transsubstantiari 
credat. WA, 26: 439 (Vom Abendmahl Christi Bekenntnis). See also, 
Considerationes, 2: 492. 
70Considerationes, 
2: 492. 
71Ibid.; 
Examinis, 2: 79; Examination, 2: 265. 
72The 
title of. chapter 3, book 1 is In quo, Transsubstantiationem 
de fide non esse, immo cum Scripturis et Patribus vetustioribus pugnare, 
haereseos tarnen minime damnandam esse, paucis ostenditur. Considerationes, 
2: 446. Also: ... quum plerique Romanenses, ut et aZii fideles credant, 
panem consecratum non esse amplius panem, sed corpus Christi, unde illi 
non panem adorant, sed tantum ex suppositione, Zieet falsa non tarnen 
haeretica auf impia veZ cum fide directe pugnante... Christi corpus... 
adorant. Ibid., p. 548. 
73Works, 2: 322, ft. nt. u (Conference with Fisher). Bellarmine 
had written: Ex his coZZigimus conversio panis in corpus Domini, non 
esse productiva nee conservativa, sed adductiva. Nam corpus Domini 
praeexistit ante conversionem, sed non sub speciebus panis: conversio 
igitur non facit, ut corpus Christi simpZiciter esse incipiat, sed ut 
incipiat esse sub speciebus panis. Porro adductivam vocamus istam 
conversionem, non quia corpus Christi per hanc adductionem deferat suum 
locum in coeZo, jam etiam sit sub speciebus panis, et non soZum sub 
illis sit per simpZicem praesentiam, sive coexistentiarn, sed etiam per 
unionern quandam, qualis erat inter substantiam panis, et accidentia 
panis, excepta tarnen inhaerentia. Opera, 4: 175 (De Sacra Eucharistia, 
Zib. 3, cap. 18). 
74Works, 
2: 322. 
751bid., 
p. 364, ft. nt. a. See also, Bellarmine, era, 1: 30 
(Recognitio Librorum de Eucharistia). 
761bid., 
p. 364, ft. nt. a. 
77Ibid., 
p. 322, ft. nt. x. Bellarmine's words were: ... sed neque 
corpus Christi per conversionem adductivam translocari dici potest, cum 
neque deseret Zocum suum.. in coeZo, neque incipiat esse sub speciebus, ut 
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in loco, sed ut substantia sub accidentibus, remota tarnen inhaerentia. 
Opera, 1: 30 (Recognitio Librorum de Eucharistia). 
78Works, 
2: 364, ft. nt. a. 
791bid., 
p. 322, ft. nt. x and p. 364, ft. nt. a. See also, Doctoris 
Seraphici S. Bonadventurae S. R. E. isco i Cardinalis Opera Ormia, 10 
vols., ed., Studio et Cura PP. Collegii A. S. Bonadventura (Prope 
Florentiam: Collegii S. Bonadventurae, 1889), 4: 228-29. (Sententiarum, 
lib. 4, dist. 10, p. 2, art. 1, quaest. 1. ) 
8OWorks, 
2: 364-65, ft. nt. a. See also, Bellarmine, era, 1: 
30 (Recognitio Librorum de Eucharistia). 
81Stone, 
A History of the Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, 2: 268. 
82Works, 
2: 320-21 (Conference with Fisher). Laud gave a reference 
to Hooker's Ecclesiastical Polity, Book five, in a footnote. 
83Ibid., 
p. 322. Bellarmine wrote: Sed quidquid sit de rnodis 
Zoquendi, illud tenendum est, conversionem panis et vini in corpus, et 
sanguinem Christi esse substantiaZem, sed arcanam, et ineffabilem, et 
nuZZis naturalibus conversionibus per omnia simiZem... Opera, 1: 30 
(Recognitio). 
84Works, 
2: 323. 
85Ibid., 
p. 332. One can also mention the case of Bishop Goodman 
in this regard. On the fifth Sunday in Lent, 1626, Godfrey Goodman, 
Bishop of Gloucester, preached a sermon before the King for which he was 
accused of preaching "transubstantiation, or near it". (See J. Mead's 
letter to Sir M. Stuteville of 15 April, 1626 in The Court and Times of 
Charles the First, ed., Thomas Birch, 2 vols. (London: Henry Colburn, 
1848), 1: 95. ) He "press'd so hard upon the Point of the Real Presence, 
that he was supposed to trench too near the borders of Popery", 
according to P. Heylyn, and there was debate in Convocation concerning 
it. (P. Heylyn, Cyprianus AngZicus (London: A. Seile, 1668), p. 153. ) 
The King, then, commanded the Archbishop of Canterbury (Abbot), the 
Bishop of Winchester (Andrewes), the Bishop of Durham (Neile) and the 
Bishop of St. David's (Laud) to consult together about this sermon. 
The episcopal group finally advised, as Laud put it, Quaedam minus taute, 
dicta, falso nihiZ: nee innovatum quidquam ab eo in Ecclesia AngZicana 
(Laud, Works, 3: 186-87, Diary). This generous treatment of a man 
accused of teaching transubstantiation and suspected of Romanism may 
suggest that Laud's (as well as Andrewes') attitude toward transubstant- 
iation, or a close approximate, contained a certain leniency toward the 
Roman theory. For a life of Goodman, see Geoffrey J. Soden, Godfrey 
Goodman, Bishop of Gloucester, 1583-1656 (London: SPCK, 1953). 
86A 
Replie to a Relation, p. 354. 
87Works, 
9: ccccxvii (Dedicatory fistle). 
88As 
has been pointed out, Taylor explicitly claimed that he had 
learned this from Andrewes (supra, 15.108). Ibid, p. 104. 
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90Ibid., 
pp. 162-63. 
911bid., 
11: 211. 
921bid., 
10: 163. In The Whole Duty of the Clergy in Life, Belief 
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an evaluation of transubstantiation. Ibid., 6: 523. 
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Defence of the Catholicke Faith: Contained in the Book of the 
most Mightie, and most Gracious King James the First, King of Great 
Britaine, France and Ireland, Defender of the Faith. Against the 
Answere of N. Coeffeteau (London: W. Stansby, 1610), pp. 350-51. 
Translated by John Lord Digby from the 1610 French edition. 
94Thorndike 
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349-51 (Of Religious Assemblies). 
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p. 82. 
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Ibid., 5: 547 (The Reformation of the Church of England Better 
than That of the Council of Trent: or A Short Resolution of the 
Controversies between the Churches of England and Rome, written 1670- 
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p- 
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559 (Luther's 1533 letter to Christians at Frankfurt-am-Main); 26: 389 
(1528 Vom Abendnahl Christi Bekenntniss); Hardt, Venerabilis et 
Adorab2 is Eucharistia, pp. 166-68. Luther limited even further a 
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Ibid. 
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116Quare 
eos qui in re conveniunt optarem in sermons similiter 
convenire, et iZZis eisdem verbis uti, quibus magnus Me Dei serous 
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RACB: 262. 
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Ibid., p. 263. St. Ambrose's words are: Quantis igitur utimur 
exemplis. Probemus non hoc esse quod natura formavit, sed quod 
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'Pontificii' omnes, 'in divinam transire Spiritu Sancto perficiente 
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the Hours of the Virgin used in the Church of Hildensheim and other 
German office books. See, Andrewes, MW, pp. 76-80. 
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and use in the elements". The Nature of Christ's Presence in the 
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12BWorks, 
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and becoming Divine and sacred Mysteries of His Body and Blood... ". 
Ibid., p. 268. It is a "mutation of use, vertue, and title, which they 
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in aliud comrnutentur per gratiam, hoc est, ut sint certa et indubitata 
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ut corinunicationi Corporis et Sanguinis Sui certissime inserviant. 
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in the Scottish rite, see, William Keeling, ed., Liturgiae Britannicae 
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from Chrysostom and PG, 48: 753 (Homil. 5, De Incomprehensibili contra 
176 
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rcpbr. tö vcwua TOO Abyou uetanOLO611cvo9, xa&iis eCprjtaL vnb toO 
Adyou, 8tß Toütd eats, tb aa uou. PG, 45: 96-97. W. Goode was 
correct when he wrote: "And all the apparently stringent passages [of 
Thorndike] quoted in the Catena Cf the Tractarians) in favour of such 
a presence, Cof the real body and blood merely mean, that the Holy 
Spirit, being united to the elements, and also united to the flesh and 
blood of Christ, the flesh and blood and the elements are in a sense one, 
and thus a saeramentaZ body and blood of Christ come into existence. " 
The Nature of Christ's Presence in the Eucharist, 2: 906. 
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This "confession" was approved by the Council of Jassy in 1642, 
by the Patriarchs of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem 
in 1643, and by the Council of Jerusalem in 1672. Stone, Doctrine of 
the Eucharist, 1: 177-78. For the Greek text, see Philip Schaff, The 
Creeds of Christendom, 4th ed., 3 vols. (New York: Harper and Brothers, 
1877), 2: 382-83. 
2021bid., 
p. 428; Stone, History of the Eucharist, pp. 179-81. 
These Orthodox "confessions" were concerned to condemn the eucharistic 
teaching of Patriarch Cyril Lukaris, who in 1629 had published a 
confession espousing a Reformed 'true' presence doctrine of the 
sacrament. Ibid., pp. 175-77. See also, for a discussion of these 
confessions, John Meyendorff, The Orthodox Church. Its Past and Its 
Role in the World Today, trans. John Chapin (London: Darton, Longman & 
Todd, 1962), pp. 92-97. 
2031t 
is little wonder that H. C. Groves wrote: "I have omitted 
Thorndike [i: n a discussion of eucharistic doctrine of the Anglican 
divines of the times of James I and Charles I simply because he admits 
that, in one respect at least his teaching [with regard to adoration] 
was opposed to the Church's and because we have proof that by Churchmen 
of his day he was regarded as innovating in doctrine. " The Teaching of 
the Anglican Divines of the Time of King James I and King Charles I on 
the Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist (London: J. H. & J. Parker, 1858), 
p. 8. 
IV: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE BREAD AND THE PRESENCE OF THE BODY 
The Anglican theologians under consideration were not willing to 
accept any theory of eucharistic conversion which implied the 
destruction or elimination of any part of the earthly elements. Change 
there might be, but bread and wine remained in their entirety. Given 
this understanding of the nature of eucharistic transformation, the 
question necessarily arises as to how they understood the relationship 
between the sacramental signs and the presence of the body and blood of 
Christ. 
Saravia's De Sacra Eucharistia contains a well-developed 
understanding-of this relationship. He argued that,, while images and 
similitudes (imagines et similitudines) often are images and similitudes 
of things absent and which no longer exist, this is not the case in the 
eucharist. The bread which is the likeness of the body and the wine 
which is the likeness of the blood are not only sim2Zitudines of the 
divine things, but they set forth the heavenly parts as well. The 
sacraments of Christ "exhibit" what they signify in an ineffabiZis, but 
verus et infallibiZis manner: Fixum enim hoc apud Patres erat, Christi 
Sacramenta exhibere Quae significant. Modus quidem ineffabilis est, 
verus tarnen et infallibilis. 
1 
By His words at the institution of the 
sacrament, Christ made part of the eucharist to be the presence of His 
body and blood, so as to guarantee a Realis Exhibitio of Him, and not 
a commemoration of Him as absent. 
2 
Saravia clarified further what he meant by the "exhibition" of 
Christ by describing the relationship between the earthly signs and the 
heavenly gifts in terms of a union or conjunction between them. While 
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he repudiated "consubstantiation" (and very few Reformed or Anglican 
divines of that era did not attack it! 
3), 
he never clearly defined what 
he meant by this term. The closest he came to an explanation was when 
he stated that people disputed about sacraments as if they were 
permanent things apart from their use, or were mixtures of diverse 
substances: Plerique de sacramentis Novi Testamenti ita disputant ac 
si res quaedam essent extra usum permanentes et ex substantiis diversis 
mixtae... 
4 
The union of the bread and the body should rightly be seen 
as a conjunctio reZationis, non substantiae. 
5 
This meant for Saravia 
that the bread has a relation to the body such that he who receives the 
bread also certo et vere receives the body. The body is not present 
in the eucharist absolute et simplieiter in the same way in which it is 
circumscribed in one place in heaven, but is present in typo and by 
sacr=entali unione. 
6 
Saravia used St. Irenaeus' expression, 
Eucharistiam constare duabus rebus, terrena et coeZesti, 
7 
and employed 
St. Augustine's language of Sacrarnentum and Res Sacrarnenti8 to describe 
the nature of the eucharist. The sacrament, being made up of two 
parts, the visible or earthly and the invisible or heavenly, cannot be 
properly understood if one attempts to separate the one part from the 
other, Saravia argued. To separate the bread from the body or vice 
versa is to destroy the whole meaning of the sacrament: 
Quum igitur istae partes sacramenti Coenae 
Domini sint essentiales, panis et Corpus 
Christi, vinum et Ipsius Sanguis, ab invicem 
non possunt separari nec separata intelligi. 
Quod si fit, interit tota ratio sacramenti, 
quae necessario duabus 6ebus constat, nempe 
visibili et invisibili. 
The sacramental union is analogous to the hypostatical union in the 
person of Christ: 
Et Quemadmodum propter intimam illarum duarum 
naturam personalem unionem, naturalium 
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proprietatum connunio nascitur, et Deus vere 
dicitur esse homo, et similiter, homo vere 
dicitur esse Deus, sic, propter conjunctionem 
sacramentalem, penis dicituy0Christi Caro, et 
Christi Caro dicitur panis. 
Consequently, he argued, to those who take the sacrament, the bread is 
flesh and wine is blood on account of the sacramental union. 
ll When 
the eucharistic bread and wine are distributed, the body and blood are 
given, ... quando nobis panis Eucharisticus porrigitur, Christi Corpus 
vere nobis porrigi; similiter quando vinum nobis datur, Christi 
Sanguinem dari. 12 
As an example of this sacramental union, Saravia appealed to the 
recantation of Berengarius, which, he maintained, applied to the whole 
sacrament that which is done only to part. This is a common use of 
language, Saravia argued, such that when the bread is said to be broken, 
it is said without limitation (indefinite) of the whole sacrament. One 
can speak of breaking that part of the sacrament, Christ's body, which 
is not at all broken, inasmuch as a breaking takes place in that part of 
the sacrament, the bread, which can admit the action. Christ, then, is 
said to be broken, eaten and crushed with the teeth, when in fact He 
remains unbroken and never consumed. 
13 
The error of Berengarius, 
Saravia claimed, was that he considered the sacrament to be completed 
only by signification and took no account of the invisible part, the 
body and blood, by which the sacrament subsists. When he recanted, he 
confessed that after the consecration, the invisible part is present, is 
handled by the priest and is crushed with the teeth, because this occurs 
visibly to the bread. 
14 
There was nothing in this recantation, 
Saravia stated, which was not found in the old orthodox Fathers (Nihit 
enim Berengarii recantatio continet quod apud veteres orthodoxos non 
inveniatur..... ). 
15 
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This position which Saravia put forward in the discussion of 
sacramental union suggests a conjunction of the sign and the thing 
signified such that when the bread- is given, the body also is given, a 
conjunctio relationis, as he called it. His explicit rejection of 
"consubstantiation" and the mixing of substances may lead one to 
conclude that he did not envisage a sacramental union in which the body 
of Christ can be held in the hand when the bread is held. Moreover, 
his approval of Berengarius' recantation was based on his understanding 
of the linguistic relationship between the bread and the body, i. e., one 
can speak of breaking the body only improperly, in that the bread is 
broken. 
Nevertheless, Saravia also used language expressing belief in a 
presence in and under the elements. The eucharist, he argued, is the 
presence of God Himself, a presence analogous to the presence of God in 
the sanctuary of the Tabernacle, in the Ark of the Covenant, in the 
burning bush and on Mount Sinai. Those were not only signs of God's 
mercy, but the very presence of God Himself. So in the eucharist, it 
is the presence of God our Saviour in the bread and wine, no less than 
in those Old Testament places: Nam in Pane et Vino non minor Dei 
Servatoris nostri Praesentia, non minor Gratia, non minor Sanctitas... 
16 
Moreover, Saravia approvingly claimed that Bucer had testified to the 
correctness of Luther's judgement concerning Praesentia Corporis et 
Sanguinis Domini in Pane et Vino, and that, nec se ab eo dissentire. 
17 
Saravia also said that the communion of the body and blood of Christ is 
made sub specie panis et vini. 
l8 
The hidden characteristic, or 
"underness" of the body and blood was expressed by Saravia in terms of 
a veil (vellum); if one were to take away the veil of bread and wine, 
one would get sight of the whole passion of Christ, His crucified body 
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and blood: 
In extprno Pane et Vino nobis non est haerendum 
Fidei oculis penetrare nos convenit ad Alteram 
hujus Mrysterii partem Quae oculis conspicua non 
pst. ToLlamus igitur vellum Panis et Vini, et 
Domini totam Passionem conspiciemus; videbimus 
Christum coeli ac terrae Regem, Zuctantem cum 
Mortis et Inferni doloribus; videbimus Sanguinem 
toto fluentem Corpore ex Ipsius vulneribus; 
videbimus Aeternum Sacerdotem Seipsum in sacri- 
ficium offeýgntem Deo Patri in remissionem 
peccatorum. 
It could be argued, and with some legitimacy, that the language of 
Saravia which we have looked at so far only means that Christ's body is 
somehow present in the sacrament, without implying that it is present 
where the bread is. There are, however, several passages in which he 
affirmed that Christ's body is present in or under the sacramental sign 
in such a way that the person holding the bread is holding the body. 
In one of these, he argued that the presence of Christ in the sacrament 
is different from the heavenly presence, which is according to the 
nature of a true body (secundum veri corporis modem). The bread and 
wine are seals and testimonies of a praesentia nobis incomprehensibilis 
Corporis et Sanguinis Domini. 
20 
Christ distributes from heaven His 
body and blood by the hands of His ministers (per manus ministrorum 
Suorum), just as He gave Himself with His own hands at the Last Supper. 
The modes of His body's presence are different: just as it lay at the 
table on Maundy Thursday there was one mode, and as it was in the 
sacrament and in the mouths of the disciples there was another mode: 
Et sicut tunc alius erat praesentiae modus Corporis accumbentis, et 
alius in sacramento et ore comedentis... 
21 
Similarly, according to 
Saravia there is one manner of presence of the body in heaven and 
another manner in forma panis et vini in the holy eucharist. In both 
cases it is reaZis et verus, and there is no difference. between that 
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which is given on earth and that which is still in heaven, in terms of 
identity (qua'nvis non aliud et aliud sit quod datur in terriG, et tarnen 
est in coelis). 
22 
Christ, while still on earth, gave His flesh to be 
eaten; He Himself gave and was given; He was the bearer and was 
Himself borne. 23 Saravia appealed to the words of St. Augustine in 
this matter, 
24 
and concluded by encouraging agreement with the common 
judgement of the ancient, orthodox Fathers regarding the true and real 
25 
presence. 
Saravia also defended the possibility of God making present the 
body of Christ in several places in a supernatural and divine manner. 
While this does not take place according to nature, it can occur by 
divine power overruling nature: 
Disputatur de vera et reali Corporis et Sanguinis 
Domini in hoc Sacramento praesentia; iZlam 
pluribus in locis simul non posse exhiberi, quia 
hoc sit contra veri corporis modum et 
naturam, quod localiter suis dimensionibus est 
circumscripturn, cui si i Zias adimas, naturam 
corporis simul adimis. Sed respondetur quod 
inde non efficitur, Mum Qui Deus est et oninia 
creavit ex nihilo, praesentem Suo Corpore pZuribus 
in locis, ubicunque volet, modo supernaturaZi ac 
divino Se sistere non posse. Ordine quidem 
naturae id non fieri certum est; sed potei ttia divina quae superat offnem naturae ordinem. 
Divine mysteries, Saravia asserted, should not be examined according to 
natural argumentation, since they are beyond the reach and grasp of 
human understanding. 
27 
The appearances of Christ on earth after His ascension, such as to 
Saul on the road to Damascus, were without any local movement of the 
body of Christ, yet prove that He can make Himself present whenever and 
wherever He willed. There is no impiety in believing the body of the 
Lord to be present in many places at the same time, after a divine, 
spiritual, heavenly and supernatural manner, without any multiplication 
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or extension of the body (in pluribus locis divina et spirituali, 
coelesti et supernaturali, sine Corporis multiplicatione auf 
extensione). 
28 
The question in the eucharistic controversy, however, 
concerns not so much the power of God as His will, Saravia argued. 
29 
Some claim that those who do not believe in a real presence of Christ's 
body on earth have a better belief concerning the power of Christ, than 
do those who consider Him to be actually present with His body and 
blood in the mysteries. These people claim that the cause which 
exercises its efficiency at a greater distance and has as much power 
when absent and remote as when present and nearby should be considered 
to be of greater efficacy (a reference ostensibly to the Calvinists). 
30 
In response to this, Saravia pleaded for mutual toleration by the 
conflicting parties, 
31 
yet argued that in the mysteries God does not so 
much take into account His own power as human infirmity. He has 
instituted the sacrament in order to nourish man's heavenly and 
spiritual life by heavenly and spiritual meat and drink, i. e., by 
Christ's own flesh and blood (coelesti spiritualique cibo et potu, hoc 
est, Garne et Sanguine Suo). 
32 
Saravia concluded this part of his 
discussion by stating that all those who have a right understanding do 
not deny a real presence; the controversy concerns only the modus. 
33 
It was belief in this real presence, Saravia asserted, which gave 
birth to the acclamations found in the writings of St. Chrysostom and 
others, to which Saravia added, ... a quorum verbis ego abhorrendum non 
censeo. 
34 
The text of Chrysostom which he cited is one in which the 
father acclaims that by a miracle Christ is both present at the Father's 
right hand and yet is detained in the hands of communicants: 0 ingens 
miracuZum, 0 magnam Dei benevolentiam erga nos. Is qui sedet supra cum 
Patre, illa hora omnium detinetur manibus, et dat Se voZentibus circun- 
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dare et conpZecti. 
35 
Saravia defended the belief that Christ's heavenly body still has 
the nature of a true body (illa quarr habet in coelo secumdum Vert 
corporis modum), 
36 
yet he assented to the patristic teaching of a 
miracle in which Christ is believed to be present simultaneously in 
heaven and in the hands of the receivers. That Saravia understood the 
body, and not just a sign of the body, to be present on earth, is 
supported by another passage in which he remarked that if anyone 
considers what it is which he holds in his hands when he takes the 
eucharistic bread and cup, i. e., the body and blood, he should be moved 
to adoration: 
Majestas hujus Sacromenti tanta est ut si quis 
fide cogitet Quid sit Quod manibus tenet quando 
Panem PocuZumve accipit, origine suo applicat, 
nempe Carnem esse Christi Domini Sui crucifix=, 
et fusam Novi Testamenti Sanguinem, adeoque 
Ipsum Novum Testomentum, non admiratione 
Ipsarum Rerum perculsus Se31oturn prosternat 
ante tribunal gratiae Dee? 
At this point we must remind ourselves that, as we have already 
seen (supra, p. 180), Saravia did not accept either a permanent 
sacramental union apart from use or a "mixing" of two "substances" in 
the eucharist. Nor did he understand his own affirmation about Christ's 
presence on earth as implying a "local" presence of the body in the 
bread. 
38 
How, then, are we to interpret his teaching of the relation- 
ship between Christ's presence and the earthly symbols? 
It would seem that there are two different strands of thinking in 
Saravia's teaching. On the one hand, one finds an emphasis on the 
temporal connection between the bread and the body, i. e., when the bread 
is given, the body is given. As we have already seen, sixteenth-century 
divines, such as Ridley, Calvin, Rogers and Hooker (supra, pp. 27,29,44, 
Mý 
47,48), held positions similar to this. 
39 
on the other hand, despite 
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his denial of a "local" presence, Saravia was willing to describe the 
presence of Christ's body as in the bread and communion with the body as 
40 
under the form of bread -a marked Lutheran tendency: 
/servant 
Luther, that "great / of God", to use Saravia's words, (supra, 
p. 143) had taught that the body of Christ is held in the priest's hand, 
on the chalice, paten, corporal, and with the communicant's mouth. 
41 
The Augustana of 1530 (to which Saravia assented), 
42 had stated that the 
true body and blood are given unter der gestalt des Brots und Wei-ns. 
43 
Chemnitz, whose writings could have been among those Lutheran works 
which Saravia professed to know, had argued that it is a stupondum 
miracuiwn that the body of Christ, which is in heaven, can also be at 
the same time on earth in the holy eucharist. 
44 
Heading the list of 
patristic passages which Chemnitz used to show that the early Church 
believed in such a simultaneous presence, is the same passage from 
St. Chrysostom, later used by Saravia, which states that Christ is both 
at the Father's side and is handled by earthly hands. Moreover, 
45 
Chemnitz had also maintained that Lutherans taught neither a "local ý~" 
enclosing of Christ's body in the bread, nor a crass, physical mixing of 
substances": 
Nec quaestio est de ZocaZi inclusione corporis Christi 
in pane, nee de crassa auf physica aliqua cononixtione 
corporis Christi cum elementis: Nec de Capernaitica 
commolitione degZutione & ingurgitatione corporis & 
sanguinis Christi. Nee de crassa & physica substan- 
tiarum permixtione, qualis fit in reliquis corporal- 
ibus cibus, qui in ventrem diggcendunt. lila omnia 
enim reiicimus & improbamus. 
The Korkordienformel, which taught a union of two substances in the 
47 
eucharist (language which Saravia disliked), nevertheless, 
distinguished the presence of Christ's body in the bread from a mode of 
presence occupying space, 
48 
and repudiated any permanent union between 
the bread and the body outside of the eucharistic*action. 
49 
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The Lutheranizing tendency in Saravia's understanding of the 
relationship between the eucharistic presence and the earthly elements 
was the dominant strand in his thinking. As such, it is indicative of 
a marked divergence both from the Calvinistic tradition out of which he 
came 
50 
and from his own earlier understanding as tt found expression in 
the 1561 Belgic Confession. 
51 
In addition, it shows a radical shift 
away from the dominant stream of sixteenth-century English eucharistic 
thinking, which, as we saw in the first chapter, refused to associate 
spatially Christ's presence with the bread and wine. 
52 
In the writings of Bishop Andrewes we find a similar theological 
shift. The sacrament, he affirmed, exhibits Christ's body and blood: 
"And it hath been and it is therefore an ordinance in the Church for 
ever, that as upon this day 
[Eastej, 
at the returning of it continually, 
His flesh and blood should be in the Sacrament exhibited to us;.... 
53 
As with Saravia, the key for understanding the nature of this 
"exhibition" language of Andrewes is to be found in his teaching on the 
union between the body of Christ and the eucharistic bread. As we have 
already seen, 
54 
he argued against transubstantiation by using a Christ- 
ological analogy; the union of the visible sacrament and the invisible 
reality of the sacrament was like the union between the humanity and 
divinity in the person of Christ (Ea nerrpe conjunctio inter Sacramentum 
visiblile, et rem Saeramenti invisiblilem, quae inter humanitatem et 
divinitatem Czr sti... ). 
55 
Andrewes later expressed this same idea in 
his 1623 Christmas sermon in which he compared the sacramental union to 
the hypostatical union in Christ: 
And the gathering or vintage of these two in the 
blessed Eucharist, is as I may say a kind of hypo- 
statical union of the sign and the thing signified, 
so united together as are the two natures of Chfist. 
And even from this Sacramental union do the Fathers 
a 
iý 
.. ý 
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borrow their resemblance, to illustrate by it the 
personal union in Christ; I name Theodoret for 
the Greek, and Gelasius for the Latin Church, 
that insist upon it both, and press it against 
Eutyches. That even as in the Eucharist neither 
part is evacuate or turned into the'other, but 
abide each still in his former nature and substance, 
no more is either of Christ's natures annulled, or 
one of them converted into the other, as Eutyches 
held, but each nature remaineth still full and 
whole in his own kind. And backwards; as the two 
natures in Christ, so the ggignwn and signatum in 
the Sacrament, e converso. 
Against Bellarmine, Andrewes had argued that St. Augustine taught 
that the sacrament is made up of both the species of the visible 
elements and the invisible body and blood of Christ. 
57 
This language 
of Andrewes' is vague enough to admit of a variety of meanings. In his 
discussion of adoration, however, he was forced to clarify what this 
meant in terms of the relationship between the visible and invisible 
parts of the sacrament. Christ, he stated, is present "in" and "with" 
the sacrament, and so is to be adored: 
'Sacramenti, id est, Christi in Sacramento'. Imo 
Christus ipse Sacramenti res, et, et cum Sacramento; 
extra, et sine Sacramento, ubi ubi est, 'adorandus' 
est. Rex James I autem Christum in Eucharistia 
vere 'praesentem', vere et 'adorandus' statuit, rem 
scilicet Sacramenti; at non Sacramentum, 'terrenam' 
scilicet 'pigtem', ut Irenaeus, 'visibi Gem', ut 
Augustinus. 
While even this passage has not been accepted by some as evidence for 
a presence in the elements, 
59 
Andrewes' position becomes clearer in his 
claim that the flesh of Christ is adored in the mysteries, and Christ, 
who is upon the altar, is worshipped: Nos vero 'et in mysteriis carnem 
Christi' adorc»nus, cum Ambrosio: et non, 'id', sed 'Eum qui super 
Altare colitur'. Male enim, 'quid ihi colatur', quaerit Cardinalis, 
cum 'quis', debuit: CuMn Nazianzenus, 'Eum' dicat non 'id'. 
60 
This 
certainly suggests that Andrewes understood there to be a spatial 
connection between-the eucharistic presence and the-elements of bread 
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and wine. 
This is confirmed throughout his sermons, where there are passages 
in which he used language of place to describe the presence of Christ's 
body and blood. The blood of Christ, he said in 1609, is in the 
chalice: 
In which Cup is the Blood not only of our redemption, 
of the covenant that freeth us from the Law and 
maketh the destroyer pass over us; but of our 
adoption, of the New Testament also which entitles 
us and conveys unto us, testamentwise or by way of 
legacy, the estate we have in the joy and bliýs of 
His Heavenly Kingdom whereto we are adopted. 
In another sermon, he said that the Church building is a true 
Bethlehem, the 'House of Bread', since in this house the Parris Angelorum 
can be found. Even stricte loquendo, the Church is very Bethlehem, no 
less than the town itself: 
We speak of the trunsecvnus usque Bethlehem, 'going 
thither', That may we even locally do and never 
go out of this room, inasmuch as here is to be 
had the 'true Bread of life that came down from 
Heaven', which is 'His flesh' this day born, 
which 'He gave for the life of the world', 
called by Him so, the true Bread, the Bread of 
Heaven, the Bread of life - and where that Bread 
is, there is Bethlehem ever. Even stricte 
loquendo, it may be said and said truly, the 
Church in this sense is very Bethlehem no less 
than the town itself. For that the town itself 
never had the name rightly all the while there 
was but bread made there, bread (panis hominum) 
'the bread of men'. Not till this Bread was 
born there, which is Panis AngeZorum, as the 
Psalm calleth it, 'and man did eat Angels' FOOD'. 
Then, and never till then, was it Bethlehem; and 
that is in the Church, as truly as ever in it. 
And accordingly the Church takes order we shall 
never fail of it. There shall ever be this day 
a Bethlehem to go to -a house wherein there is 
bread, and this bread. And shall there be 
Bethlehem, and so near us, and shall we not go to 
it? Or, shall be go to it, to the H$tyse of Bread, 
this Bread, and come away without it? 
In his 1618 Christmas sermon, Andrewes compared the eucharistic elements 
to the Christmas manger in which Christ was to be found: 
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For finding His flesh and blood, ye cannot miss but 
find Him too. And a sign, not much from this here. 
For Christ in the Sacrament is not altogether unlike 
Christ in the cratch. To the cratch we may well 
liken the husk or outward symbols of it. Outwardly 
it seems little worth but it is rich of contents, as 
was the crib this day with Christ in it. For what 
are they, but infirma et egena elementa, 'weak and 
poor elements' of themselves? yet in them find we 
Christ. Even as they did this day in praesepi 
jumentorum panem Angelorum, 'in the beasts' crib the 
food of Angels'; which very fogs our signs both 
represent, and present unto us. 
This comparison of the sacrament to the manger was made by St. John 
Chrysostom, 
64 
and was also used by Chemnitz to show that Christ's body 
is present on earth wherever the eucharist is celebrated. 
65 
Andrewes 
also explicitly stated in 1620 that the body of Christ is in the vessel 
containing the bread: "And in the Old Ritual of the Church we find that 
on the cover of the canister, wherein was the sacrament of His body, 
there was a star engraven, to shew us that now the star leads us thither 
to His body there". 
66 
Andrewes' understanding of the relationship between the eucharistic 
bread and the body of Christ can also be seen in his discussions of the 
sacrament's reservation. In his 1610 Responsio, he expressly maintained 
that the eucharist ought not to be reserved, and there should be no 
adoration or carrying about of a reserved sacrament, since these 
practices are outside the finem sacramenti: 
Nam 'circumgestare' hoc vestrum 'praecepto' Christi 
contrarium, nec ei usqucma Scriptura favet. 
Contrarium et 'institute'. 'Institutum' enim tum 
'Sacri ficii', ut 'absumi'; tum 'Sacrarnent1. ', ut 
'accipi, manducari', non recondi et circumferri. 
Extra Sacramenti finem, extra praecepti vim, usus 
haud ullus. Fiat, quod fieri voluit Christus cum 
dixit, 'Hoc facite'; nihil reliqui fiet, quod 67 
monstret Sacerdos, quod adoret populus, de pyxide. 
Earlier in the Responsio, Andrewes stated that what remains of the 
eucharistic elements should be burned: Inter mysteria ducimus, (et 
quidem Mysterium est 'Euchar"istia'-ipsa) 'cujus, quod reliquum est, dehet 
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igne absumi;..... 
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Several years later in his 1629 Stricturae, he argued that while 
reservation was permitted for a long time in the primitive Church, with 
Christians being allowed to carry away the sacrament during times of 
persecution, and hermits and anchorites being allowed to take a 
sufficient amount to their isolated dwellings, the situation in the 
seventeenth century differed from this earlier period. Even the Church 
of Rome, Andrewes pointed out, no longer permitted the sacrament to be 
carried home. Because of abuse, the Council of Saragossa in 381 A. D. 
and the first Council of Toledo in 405 A. D. forbade the practice. Nor 
was the sacrament sent to countries far from Rome, as Cardinal du Perron 
had asserted, but it was distributed by the diaconate to visiting 
ecclesiastical officials in the city. The best reason for the 
reservation of the eucharist in the ancient Church was the communication 
of the sick. If a priest was not able to go to the sick person and 
consecrate the sacrament for him, it could be sent from the reserved 
sacrament, as in the case of Serapion. The reception of viaticum was 
of great devotional importance in the patristic age, "For it is sure 
they made far greater account of the receiving it as their viaticum, 
than some do now". Yet, the bishop argued, this reservation was not 
needed in the English Church since "at the desire of any that is in that 
case Esick] , 
Cwe] may not refuse but go to him and minister to him. So 
that Reservation needeth not; the intent is had without it". 
69 
The position set out by Andrewes must be seen in light of Cardinal 
du Perron's negative comparison of the English Church, which did not 
reserve the eucharist, with the early Church, which, du Perron asserted, 
believed that the body of Christ was in the sacrament, even outside the 
use and on this occasion kept it after the consecration for communion at 
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homes, for giving to the sick, for carrying on the sea, for sending to 
distant provinces. 
70 
Andrewes' discussion of reservation concerned the 
necessity of the practice in the life of the Church. Could the English 
Church, which did not reserve the sacrament, still be one with the Church 
of the Fathers? Andrewes' response was that it could, since the purpose 
of ancient reservation, i. e., the communion of the sick, was still 
operating in the Church of England through private celebrations of the 
sacrament. In his "dialogue" with du Perron, however, Andrewes 
implicitly affirmed that it was/genuine sacrament when the sick were 
communicated from the reserved elements in the early Church. This is 
another indication that he understood the sacramental union to be of 
such a nature as to bring together the bread and Christ's body within 
the dimensions of space and time. 
Andrewes' position was far removed from that of many earlier and 
contemporary expositions of Reformed eucharistic teaching, for which the 
eucharist was not a presence which could be kept as an object and 
carried about for distribution to the sick, no matter how short the time 
interval separating celebration and communion. In this view, such a 
practice was opposed to the fundamental principle that there is no 
presence in the elements themselves. 
71 
His teaching on this point had more in common with one strand of 
thinking found in sixteenth-century Lutheranism. Andrewes' concern 
that the elements should be either completely consumed or burned, 
reflects a view that the eucharistic bread and wine, even after the 
liturgy, should not be treated as common bread and wine again. Luther, 
while disliking reservation of the sacrament, thoroughly disapproved of 
the idea that one could mix together consecrated and unconsecrated 
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elements after the celebration of mass, on the principle of extra usum 
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nullum sacramentum; such an action, he claimed, was informed by 
"Zwinglian insanity"! 
72 
Moreover, on at least one occasion, he 
explicitly affirmed the permissibility of carrying the sacrament from 
one altar to another or out of the church to the sick. 
73 
Apart from 
the decree of the Diet of Onolzbach of 1526, which directed reservation 
for the sick, and the Brandenburg Church Order of 1540, which prescribed 
the carrying of the sacrament from the church to the homes of the sick, 
nearly every Lutheran Church order in the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries instructed that the elements were to be consumed; no Church 
order allowed the consecrated elements to be taken home for household 
use. 
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Chemnitz, in his Excmtinis (which, we have suggested, Andrewes 
might have known), rejected reservation of the sacrament for his own day 
in favour of the unity of the sacramental action. Nevertheless, he did 
not deny that the reserved sacrament of the early Church was indeed the 
true sacrament (i. e., Christ's body united to bread). In fact, he 
specifically affirmed that the carrying away of the eucharistic elements 
for distribution, rather than for processions and extra-liturgical 
adoration, was within the usus of the sacrament: In hisce exemplis 
omnibus [from the early Church] servatur adhuc sive usus sive actio, a 
Christi instituta. Eucharistia enim benedicta, statim ex coetu 
Ecclesiastico defertur, non ad circumgestationem, ostentationem & 
adorationem extra usum sed ad distributionem & sumptionem. 
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Andrewes' teaching of a sacramental union in terms of a conjunction 
of the earthly signs and the heavenly gifts within space and time, then, 
bears greater similarity to the sixteenth-century Gnesio-lutheran 
tradition than it does to- the sixteenth-century English tradition, 
which we examined in chapter one. A rather significant way in which 
his belief expressed itself was in terms of the place of the eucharistic 
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celebration - the altar. Lutherans generally retained the altar, with 
its ornamentation, against the east wall of the chancel, 
/6 in contra- 
distinction to the practice of both the continental Reformed churches 
and most English parish churches, which used free-standing tables. 
77 
By tradition, the east end was considered the most sacred part of the 
church, 
78 
and this 
Lutheran belief in 
altar. Andrewes 
in his own private 
wall, adorned with 
accorded well (whether consciously or not) with the 
the unique presence of Christ in the elements on the 
showed his preference for this arrangement by having 
chapel the altar also permanently against the east 
rich altar cloths, candles, alms dish and cushion for 
the service book, and fenced in by altar rails. 
79 
In his notes made in 
his own Book of Common Prayer, he directed numerous acts of adoration to 
be made when approaching and leaving the altar. 
80 
It is also signifi- 
cant that in accordance with his statement that the ciborium in the old 
ritual of the Church had a star on its cover so as to indicate that 
Christ's body was there (supra, p. 191 Andrewes included such a vessel 
among his own communion-ware. 
81 
Such liturgical practices undoubtedly 
reflected the Bishop's understanding of the relationship between the 
eucharistic presence and the earthly elements on the altar; 
82 
and may 
in turn have influenced his understanding as well. Which came first, 
the theory or the practice, is very difficult, if not impossible, to 
answer, being much like the question of the chicken and the egg. Most 
likely, in cases of this sort, after a certain point, theology and 
practice support each other. 
S 
Tn the early writings of Cosin, one finds a position similar to that 
of Andrewes. - In his'first series of notes on, the Prayer"Book, he 
asserted that-after the consecration, the. "Body arid Blood of Christ is 
really and substantially present, and so exhibited and given to all that 
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receive it.... ". 
83 
This meant for Cosin that the body of Christ is 
present not only by virtue of and in the "use of the Sacrament", which 
he defined as eating, but "in virtue of the words of consecration", such 
that the "virtue of that consecration is not lost, though the Sacrament 
be reserved either for sick person or other". He maintained that some 
Lutherans84 and'all Calvinists seemed to depart from antiquity by 
placing the presence only in the eating. 
85 
Most Protestants at first, 
he argued,. accepted the teaching that it is the consecration which 
effects the presence which endures in time, "though now the Calvinists 
make popish magic of it in their licentious blasphemy". 
86 
The source 
of these ideas is the Consultatio of the Roman Catholic theologian, 
George Cassander (1513-1566) , from which Cosin quoted. 
87 
Cassander 
argued in his treatise that some of the evangelicals, such as Luther and 
Brentius, had openly taught the faith of the Catholic Church with regard 
to a presence in the elements, but that Calvinists, and later Lutherans 
in the Saxon Confession, wrongly placed the presence in the action of 
eating. 
88 
Undoubtedly, then, Cosin was registering his approval and 
acceptance of those "Protestants at first", the early Lutherans who 
placed the presence of Christ in the bread and wine. And this he did 
via the work of a Roman Catholic theologian! 
He also appealed to the ancient practice of reservation, consump- 
tion, burning and giving the remaining elements of the sacrament to 
young children as indicating that the elements were not treated as 
common even after the celebration. 
89 
Commenting on the Prayer Book 
I 
rubric which directed that any remaining bread and wine could be given 
to the curate for his own use, 
90 
he argued that this must not be 
understood as pertaining to the consecrated elements, "for else it were 
but a profanation of the holy Sacrament to let the curate have it home 
to his own use". It was "Nestorianism once to think", he asserted, 
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"that the consecrated bread, if it were kept in crastinwn, became 
/the teaching of 
common bread again". Here he appealed to/St. Cyril of Alexandria via 
St. Thomas Aquinas as he found it in Maldonatus' Disputationem! 
91 
In these notes, Cosin explicitly drew a connection between the 
altar, the eucharist upon it, and the reverence due to both -a position 
which accorded well with his other statements about the sacramental 
presence: 
And so when the Donatists, the old puritans of the 
primitive Church, arose, and made so slight an 
account of God's altars, and the blessed Sacrament 
upon them, as that they overturned and brake them 
down wheresoever they came, (just as our puritans 92 
are wont to do, ) God sent many judgments upon them. 
Cosin appealed to the practice of the-Royal Chapel and the cathedrals, 
which retained the altars at the east end, over against the tables set 
up in many parish churches. The latter practice, he claimed, was the 
result of men being led by the "fashions which they had seen at 
Strasburg in Germany, and Geneva in France, and Zurich in Switzerland". 
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His affirmation that the body of Christ is present prior to the 
eating and drinking, his approval of the "Luther strand" of Lutheranism, 
his acceptance of the principle of a reserved sacrament, and his concern 
for a proper attitude toward the altar and the "blessed Sacrament" upon 
it are all expressions of Cosin's fundamental belief in an interpenetra- 
tion in space and time of Christ's body and blood and the earthly bread 
and wine. 
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With the teaching of Andrewes already having opened up the 
theological scene in these directions, it is not surprising that Cosin's 
understanding was able to develop in. the ways in which it did. 
During the period during which the first series of notes was written 
(probably between 1619 and 1638), Cosin expressed the same belief in 
other works as well. For example, in his 1627. A Collection of Private 
Devotions, there is a hymn-based on that of St. Thomas Aquinas95 which 
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includes the following verse: 
What at Supper Christ performed 
To be done he straightly charged 
For his eternall memorie. 
Guided by his sacred orders 
Heavenly food upon our Altar 96 
For our soules we sanctifie. 
This "Heavenly food" "upon our Altars" is ostensibly a reference to the 
body of Christ, since bread alone would not be "Heavenly food". In 
Cosin's 1627 archdiaconal Articles, he specifically connected the 
distribution of the consecrated elements as, not with, the distribution 
of the body and blood: "Doth he the priesDt deliver the body and 
blood of our Lord to every communicant severally? "97 In a 1633 sermon, 
he expressed concern that consecrated elements should not be treated as 
common food again: 
Take another resemblance that it may affect you 
the better. The water in baptism, the bread 
and wine in the blessed sacrament, naturally 
they are no more than other such elements are, 
but being consecrate and set apart once to these 
holy uses, for which Christ hath ordained and 
appointed them, quis eum non Zapidibus obrueret, 
saith Chrysostom, what punishment should not be 
deserved, that would usurp them t98common uses 
and profane them at his pleasure. 
In the third series of notes on the Prayer Book (most of which were 
probably written before 1640), Cosin's understanding of the relationship 
between the earthly elements and the heavenly gifts was changing. 
Commenting on the rubric allowing the curate to have any remaining bread 
and wine to his own use, he stated that this "needed not be understood 
of that bread and wine which was blessed and consecrated", but then he 
added, "And yet we read of some such thing in the Constitutions of the 
Apostles", citing a passage which directed the distribution of what 
remained "of the blessings at the mysteries" to the clergy, readers, 
singers and others. 
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Several years later in his 1647 tract on 
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transubstantiation, while affirming that the "Sacrament of Bread" is 
"sacramentally" the body of Christ, he also insisted that "it is no more 
the Body of Christ it seife, or no more transubstantiated into it, than 
Baptisme is into Faith". 
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In addition, he argued that if transubstan- 
tiation were true, the ancient practice of giving the left-over 
sacramental elements to young children would never have been permitted, 
"for the very reverence 
[the Church] would certainly have borne to the 
Flesh of our Saviour". 
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In his Historia Transubstantiationis Papalis, written in 1656, the 
change in Cosin's thinking was even clearer, quite likely having been 
influenced, at least in part, by Taylor's 1654 The Real Presence, which 
contained the same basic position as Cosin was to argue for in his work 
(see, pp. 214-215). and which at some point he had obtained for his 
library. In this treatise, Cosin now defined the sacramental union not 
as natural, substantial, personal or local, with the bread and Christ's 
body being in each other, ... non sit naturalis, auf substantialis, auf 
hypostatica, auf ZocaZis (per unius in aZtero existentiam ... ), 
102 but 
such that when the blessed bread is eaten, the body of Christ is given 
(ut in cornestione sacrati panis verum Christi Corpus nobis communice- 
tur). 103 The key for understanding his mature teaching on the 
sacramental union is his statement that bread and wine are united with 
the body and blood in time, but not in place, since the presence is not 
opposed to distance, but to absence: ... sintque simul tempore, quae 
disjuncta sunt loco. Nam praesentia Corporis Christi in hoc mysterio, 
non distantiae, sed absentiae opponitur; et quidem ista, non ilia, 
usum et fruitionem objecti intercipit. 
104 
The all-important 
words in this understanding are cum and quando, i. e., with and when the 
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bread is exhibited and given, the body is exhibited and given. In 
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one passage, Cosin explicitly rejected the Roman interpretation of a 
spiritual presence as meaning a manner whereby Christ is present wholly 
and entirely in each part of the host (quum sit totus in qualibet parte 
hostiae), as spirits can be present, and that while Christ Himself is 
not seen, touched or moved, yet He is seen, touched and moved with 
respect to the accidents of bread and wine . 
106 
He may have been 
influenced in his thinking in this matter by Taylor's 1654 The Real 
Presence, which contained a similar rejection (see, p. 214). 
Cosin drew out the implications of this position with regard to the 
permanence of the union by denying that the elements retain the nature 
of sacraments when they are not given and received by people, i. e., 
extra usum. Christ cannot be reserved or carried about in the 
consecrated bread, since he is present only to communicants: Quinetiam 
negamus sacramentwn, extra usum a Deo institutum, rationern habere 
sacrarnenti, in quo Christus reservari auf circumgestari debeat, auf 
possit; quum comnunicantibus tantum adsit. 
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He explicitly rejected 
the opinion that Christ is present as long as the sacramental elements 
retain any resemblance of bread and wine. The ancient custom of 
burning the remaining bread stood against this opinion, since no 
Christian would have been willing to burn his Saviour's body and blood. 
108 
In the second series of notes on the Prayer Book, a similar 
understanding is expressed in Cosin's comments, and what is perhaps 
another influence on his thinking is revealed. In comments written 
after 1656,109 he asserted that the bread is sacramentally united to the 
body only in the eating: - "... the Body and Blood are sacramentally and 
really (not feignedly) present, when the blessed Bread and Wine are 
taken by the faithful communicants; and as true is it also, that they 
are not present, but only when the hallowed elements are so taken... '110 
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And again, "... in the very act of receiving them 
Che body and blood) 
and the consecrated elements together, to which they are sacramentally 
in that act united... 11ill And further, "Ipsi autem interea dum 
accipiunt in genua procumbentes Christum Dominwn, qui praesens eis digne 
edentibus et bibentibus adest, suumque Corpus manducandum, et Sanguinem 
bibendum exhibet, venerantur et adorant;... "112 This Latin text is 
significant because it is nearly a verbatim quotation from De Sacrificio 
Christi semel in Cruce oblato et initerabi U contra Pontificios, the 
1644 treatise of George Calixtus, an irenical Lutheran of the 
Melancthonian school. 
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Throughout the second series of notes, 
references to and quotations from De Sacrificio Christi abound. 
While Cosin conceded that the rubric concerning any remaining bread 
and wine after the service referred only to the unconsecrated elements, 
and while he asserted that the priest ought to be careful not to 
consecrate more than would be required for the communicants, he added in 
a later notation: 
Yet if for lack of care they consecrate more than 
they distribute, why may not the curates have it 
to their own use, as well as be given to children, 
(Concil. Matisc. c. 2) or be burnt in the fire 
(Isych. in Levitic. ) for though the bread and 
wine remain, yet the consecration, the Sacrament 
of the Body and Blood of Christ, do not remain 
longer than the holy action itself remains for 
which the bread and wine were hallowed; and wý}jh 
being ended, return to their former use again? 
This was precisely how the Puritan, William Perkins, had argued in his 
1597. A Reformed Catholike! 
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While Cosin did not entirely eradicate his earlier language of a 
presence spatially joined with the elements, 
116 his later writings 
undoubtedly reflect a change in thinking. No longer did he think of 
a presence on the altar and extended in time. He came to abandon his 
earlier "Gnesio-lutheran" tendency, and accept the teaching of the 
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Melancthonian) Reformed,, and sixteenth-century English traditions (which 
were one on this point), symbolized by his utilization of (if not 
dependence upon) George Calixtus. As G. J. Cuming has pointed out, it 
was a "step in the direction of receptionism, a doctrine for which in 
early days he had condemned the Protestant Churches as Nestorians". 
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We must now return to the earlier part of the century. Montague, 
it seems, was not particularly interested in the question of how the 
earthly elements are related to the body and blood. The most that can 
be gleaned from his discussions of the eucharist is that in some 
mysterious and unknown manner, the bread and wine are the means for 
conveying the body and blood to communicants. As we saw in the 
discussion of sacramental change, Montague emphasized the use of the 
elements: "They remained what they were indeed, yet changed in use, to 
be Instruments by Faith of Grace, as his own similitude doth illustrate, " 
he argued in Appello Caesarem. 
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It is "by this Sacrament", he stated 
in A New Gagg for an Old Goose, that "Christ giveth us his very body and 
blood, and really and truely performs in us his promise, in feeding our 
souls unto eternall life. " 
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He would have nothing to do with 
"consubstantiation". 120 In his refusal to place the presence of Christ 
anywhere but in the believing communicant, he was continuing the 
sixteenth-century English tradition as it had found expression in Richard 
Hooker, whose eucharistic doctrine, as we have seen (sera, p. 97), 
Montague knew and utilized. 
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As we have found evidence of a connection between eucharistic 
doctrine and the altar in Andrewes' and Cosin's thinking and practice, 
so we find a similar association in Montague's - but in the opposite 
direction. While defending the use of the term "altar" against 
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Puritan attacks, 
122 he made no issue about the altar's position in 
parish churches in his 1628,1631 or 1637 Visitation Articles, merely 
asking whether there was a "decent Communion Table placed conveniently 
as it ought ýto b] ... ". 
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Despite the altar controversy, which was 
stirred up in the 1630s by Laud and others, Montague did not insist upon 
the railed-in placement of the table at the east end of the chancel 
until Laud's representative, Dr. Brent, visited Sussex in 1635.124 
Macauley, in her doctoral dissertation, has raised the unanswered 
question of why Montague was so unconcerned about this phase of the 
"Laudian programme". 
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A possible answer to this is that, unlike 
other "Laudians", Montague did not believe in a presence of Christ's 
body and blood on the altar, and consequently placed less importance on 
its uniqueness and sacredness. 
When we look at Forbes' Considerationes, we do not find an attitude 
toward a eucharistic presence which would unite the body of Christ to 
the bread in terms of space. Despite his acquittal of Luther as having 
been a heretic, Forbes rejected the teaching that Christ's body is 
present along with or in the bread, like fire in a mass of iron - the 
medieval theory of "consubstantiation", which he identified as 
Luther's. 
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The eucharistic bread is neither substantially the body 
itself, nor does it corporeally contain the body itself: ... 
licet penis 
mysticus nec substantialiter sit ipsuminet Christi corpus, neque etiam 
corporaliter idem in se, &c. contineat. 
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Moreover, Forbes rejected 
the Roman definition of a spiritual presence as meaning that Christ is 
not carnally or corporeally present in a manner by which bodies exist 
according to their natural state, but is present according to the manner 
by which spirits exist, i. e., Christ is wholly present in each part of 
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the bread (tutus in qualibet) and moved about by means of the 
accidents. 
128 
Yet, according to Forbes, -the eucharist "exhibits" the reality 
itself (sed re ipsa ettiam exhibet). 
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Here he utilized the language 
of Archbishop Marcantonio de Dominis of Spalatro130 (the temporary 
convert from Roman Catholicism to Anglicanism) to illustrate his 
teaching: the bread exhibits the very body of Christ in reality and not 
only in hope (At vero panis poster exhibet ipsum Christi corpus reale in 
reipsa, et non in spe tantum. ), 131 and the true body itself is exhibited 
to communicants (corpus ipsum verum nobis exhibetur), 
132 
The key for understanding what this "exhibition" meant for Forbes 
is his teaching of a sacramental conjunction in which the preposition 
Coat was all-important. When the sacred bread is distributed, he argued, 
along with it (simul cum pane) the true and real flesh of Christ is 
given in a way known to God alone (alia soli Deo nota). 
133 
This same 
theme emerged in his discussion of adoration in the sacrament. The 
body of Christ, which is to be adored, is not corporeally in or under 
the visible signs, but is received with (cum) the bread ... non quod 
lateat corporaliter in pane, auf sub pane, auf sub speciebus et 
accidentibus panis; sed quod quando digne sumitur panis sacramentalis, 
tune sumitur cum pane Christi corpus reale... 
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There is no question about the immediate source of these ideas - 
the above passages are taken nearly verbatim from Archbishop Dominis' 
De Republica EccZesiastica. This teaching, moreover, was in continuity 
with the. thinking of Bucer, Calvin and Hooker, with whose ideas Forbes 
was familiar. 
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Moreover, he expressed his approval of the 
sixteenth-century Melancthonian Lutherans, whom he put in the category 
of Protestants whose opinion was "most safe and most right" (Tutissima 
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et rectissima). 
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Melancthon, Forbes argued, after having become 
dissatisfied with Luther's opinion, explained the presence of Christ's 
body as being in the use, or reception, of the sacrament. He denied 
that the body is affixed to, soldered to, or mingled with the bread, 
affirming, rather, that when the bread is given, the body of Christ is 
exhibited to the communicant. 
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Forbes obviously felt very much at 
home with the ideas of those theologians who distinguished between a 
presence in the use of the sacrament, in the sacramental action, and a 
presence in the elements themselves. 
Yet, when he came to the question of the sacrament's duration in 
time, Forbes dealt with it in a somewhat surprising way. He stated as 
a principle that the true and legitimate use of the sacrament consists 
in the eating and drinking. 
138 
Even among the schoolmen, Gabriel Biel 
recognized this in part, he argued. 
139 
The eucharist is consecrated in 
order to be consumed. Forbes admitted that in the early Church the 
sacrament was reserved, first in homes and then in churches. Later, 
the remains of the sacrament were either burned or consumed by 
children. 
140 
The public reservation of the elements was an optional 
practice and was not considered a matter of necessity, such as the 
Council of Trent declared it to be. 
141 
The custom of reserving the 
eucharist for the sick and the absent should not be condemned, Forbes 
maintained (atque hic plus mos neutiquam darrnari debet)"142 
Forbes utilized in his argument a passage from the Reformed 
theologian Conrad Vortius in which he dealt with the meaning of the 
axiom, Nihil habere rationem sacramenti extra Zegitimum usum. Vortius 
claimed that while the sacred symbols are to be accounted the sacraments 
of the body and blood only in the use of communion (in usu communionis), 
and that there is no sacrament apart from this use, yet the usus is not 
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to be limited to the act of eating and drinking, or to any definite 
moment in time. Rather, it refers to the whole eucharistic 
celebration, the whole act (totam Eucharistiae actionem)"143 
Forbes rejected what he regarded as abuses in the current practice 
of reservation of the sacrament in the Roman Church. 
144 
Moreover, he 
rejected the belief that one should treat the consecrated host as if it 
were the true and substantial body of Christ, no less apart from 
communion as in communion itself, or in relation to it (non minus extra 
communionem, quam in ipsa comnunione, vel reZatione ad eandem), a 
presence which continues as long as the species of bread and wine last. 
Nonetheless, he conceded that if this abuse were removed, the 
controversy could be settled without condemning the ancient practice of 
reserving the sacrament for communion. 
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The position was similar to 
ideas which Andrewes had expressed in his 1610 Responsio and 1629 
Stricturae. 
Forbes, then, was willing to extend the usus of the eucharist in 
such a way that, in principle, reservation was not excluded. (One must 
keep in mind that he understood the usus as the entire celebration, and 
not just the eating and drinking. 
146) 
Whether or not this was 
consistent with his assertion that there is no presence in or under the 
elements, 
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but only with the elements (a temporal, but no spatial 
relationship) is a legitimate question. Nonetheless, both claims stand 
side by side in his teaching, and one should not try to harmonize what 
Forbes himself did not. 
Without suggesting any dependence by Forbes upon Johann Gerhard, it 
is worthy of note that one finds this same unresolved tension in 
Gerhard's Loci, written between 1610 and 1622. On the one hand, he 
was loathe to admit any presence in the elements, emphasizing that 
Christ's body and blood are given with the eucharistic bread and wine: 
2 07 
Monemus autem denuo propter caZumnias adversae 
partis, nos impanationem nos consubstantiationem, 
nec uZZam aZiam Physicam, veZ ZocaZem praesentiam 
statuere, sed credimus, docemus ac confitemur, 
juxta ipsius Christi institutionem modo soli Deo 
cognito, nobis vero incomprehensibili, pani Euch- 
aristico tanquam medio divinitus ordinato corpus 
Christi vere, realiter & substantiaZiter praesens: 
vino Eucharistico sanguinem Christi itidem vere, 
realiter ac substantialiter praesentem uniri, ut 
cum iZZo pane verum Christi corpus, cum illo vino, 
verwn Christi sanguinem in subjj i mysterio 
sum=us, manducemus & bibamus. 
On the other hand, he refused to condemn the early church in which 
reservation was practised for the purpose of communion. 
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Gerhard 
represents the seventeenth-century Lutheran synthesis of the 
sixteenth-century Melancthonian and Gnesio-lutheran strands. 
150 
Like 
the latter', his thinking could accept, in principle if not in practice, 
the sacrament's duration in time, but like the former he refused to 
identify the elements themselves as Christ's body and blood. 
151 
The 
thinking of Forbes had a great deal in common with this contemporary 
kind of Lutheranism, far more than with either Lutheran party of the 
previous century. 
When we come to Laud's thinking during the 1630s and 40s, we have 
a certain difficulty in determining just how he understood the 
relationship of eucharistic presence to the elements. Let us preface 
this discussion, however, by stating that, despite what may seem to be 
inconsistencies or ambiguities in his theological thinking at times, 
Laud was very consistent in his concern that the altar should be placed 
at the east end of the chancel and protected from profanation. From 
his early days as dean of Gloucester, when he persuaded the chapter in 
1616-17 to carry out the necessary reforms, to his years as Archbishop 
during the'1630s and 40s, he was the avowed champion of the "altar-party" 
and opponent of the Puritan "table-party". 152 As we shall see, Laud 
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explicitly made a connection at one stage in his career between 
reverence due to the altar and the eucharistic presence. 
In his notations on Bellarmine's 1596 Disputations, made some time 
between 1608 and 1621, Laud made a comment which suggests that he 
understood Christ's body to be present on earth and not only in heaven 
- and this in defence of Calvin! Opposing Bellarmine's claim that the 
Council of Trent had added "substantiaZiter" in order to oppose the 
Calvinist teaching that the body of Christ, with respect to its 
substance, is only in heaven, he commented, Imo fatetur Calvinus, and 
referred to the Institution, 4: 17: 19.153 A number of years later, 
in his 1639 Conference with Fisher, he again defended Calvin against 
Bellarmine's claim that Protestants granted a real presence of the body 
in the eucharist, but referred this only to the Supper celebrated in 
heaven. 154 Against this, Laud argued that Calvin taught not only a 
reception of the body, but its real presence in and at the sacrament: 
For the Calvinists, at least they which follow 
Calvin himself, do not only believe that the true: 
and real Body of Christ is received in the 
Eucharist, BUT THAT IT IS THERE, and that we 
partake of it vere et realiter, which are Calvin's 
own words; and yet Bellarmine boldly affirms that, 
to his reading, 'no Protestant did ever affirm it'. 
And I, for my part, cannot believe but Bellarmine 
had read Calvin, and very carefully, he, doth so 
frequently and so mainly oppose him. Nor can 
that place by any art be shifted, or by any 
violence wrested from Calvin's true meaning of the 
'Presence of Christ in and at the Blessed 
Sacramen. 
5pgf the Eucharist', to any 
'supper in 
heaven'. 
Here, it seems, Laud was performing a "high-church" reconstruction of 
Calvin's teaching in order to make him affirm that the body of Christ 
is present "in and at" the eucharist, prior to and independent from the 
reception of holy communion! The foundation of this argument is that 
there is a distinction (which Calvin certainly never/accepted) between 
the presence of Christ's body and its corrununication. There can be 
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little doubt that Laud understood very well the implication of this 
distinction - i. e., a presence of Christ on the altar156 - since three 
years before the publication of his Conference with Fisher, he had 
argued in his Speech Delivered in the Starr-Chamber at the Censure of 
John Bastwick, Henry Burton & William Prinn, Concerning Pretended 
Innovations in the Church (1636), for reverence toward the altar 
because of the eucharistic presence on it: 
And you, my honourable Lords of the Garter, in 
your great solemnities, you do your reverence, 
and to Almighty God, I doubt not; but yet it 
is versus altare, 'towards His altar', as the 
greatest place of God's residence upon earth. 
(I say the greatest, yea, greater than the 
pulpit; for there 'tis Hoc est corpus meum, 
'This is My body'; but in the pulpit 'tis at 
most but Hoc est Verbum mewn, 'This is My word'. 
And a greater reverence, no doubt, is due to 
the body than to the word of the Lord. And 
so, in relation, answerably TO THE THRONE WHERE 
HIS BODY IS PRESENT, than to the mt whence 
His word useth to the proclaimed. 
Like Andrewes and Cosin before him, Laud's affirmation of an 
objective presence on the altar had more in common with the sixteenth- 
century Gnesio-lutheran tradition than it did with the English 
Reformed 'true' presence tradition. It is quite possible that Laud 
learned this doctrine from Andrewes, whom, as we have seen, he knew 
quite well (supra, p. 103). Moreover, in 1629 Laud and John 
Buckeridge had edited and published the sermons of Andrewes which, as 
has been pointed out (supra, pp. 190-91 ), taught a presence of Christ 
158 in the church building and on the altar. 
Laud's enemies, if no one else at the time, were aware of how far 
from the Reformed heritage this understanding of Christ's presence 
159 
In 1640, for example, the Scottish Calvinist, Robert Baillie, was. 
wrote of the "Canterburian party", among whom he included Laud and 
Cosin: 
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The elements of the Lords Supper began by them to 
be magnified, above the common phrase of 
Protestant Divines, a corporall presence of Christ's 
humanitie in and about the elements to be glanced at, 
a kinde of omnipresence of Christ's flesh to bee 
preached, a number of adorations before those 
elements, and all that was neer them, both the altar, 
basin, challice, and chancell to be urged, many new 
ceremonies, which for many years had been out of use, 
to bee taken in a great bitternesse of spirit against 
all who ran not after these new guyses to appeare. 
This made us thinklney intended to steppe over from 
Arminus to Luther. 
The 1640 canons of the Church of England, which Laud championed, 
161 
while directing that the communion table was to be put "sideway under 
the east window of every chancel or chapel", explained that reverences 
and obeisances performed during the celebration of the eucharist did 
not imply "any opinion of a corporal presence of the body of Jesus 
Christ on the holy table, or in mystical elements". 
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Had Laud 
altered his opinion? Possibly. More probably, however, this canon 
was carefully worded in order to eliminate only a corporal presence in 
or under the elements. To support this latter option, one can cite the 
1639 Conference with Fisher, in which, as we have seen, Laud argued for 
a presence "in and at" the eucharist independent of reception. 
Nevertheless, he also denied that a "bodily substance under accidents, 
163 
is, or can be, anywhere and not ut in loco, 'as in some place"' _ the 
Roman way of affirming both a substantial and a non-Zocal presence. 
If there was a bodily presence of Christ's substance, it would have to 
be local, according to Laud - a. position which he repudiated. . The-key, 
then, both in Laud's treatise and in the canons of the following year, 
is the word "bodily" or "corporal". By rejecting its appropriateness, 
he could attack Bellarmine, accept the canons, and still maintain a 
presence on the altar. 
During his imprisonment, faced with charges (among others) of 
"Romanizing", Laud again employed the crucial word "corporal" in his own 
211 
defence. In the History of the Troubles and Tryal, he argued that the 
words found in the Roman mass, the service of Edward VI and the Scottish 
Liturgy, "that they may be unto us the Body of Blood of Christ" (Ut 
fiant nobis), 
164 
were not to be interpreted as implying transubstantia- 
tion or any "corporal presence, in, or under the elements". 
165 
One may 
be tempted to harmonize this with his earlier writings and suggest that 
nothing had really changed in terms of a presence on the altar - only 
a corporal presence was being denied. This, however, would not be 
accurate. As we saw. in chapter three (supra, p. 150), in this 
late work, Laud emphasized a conversion in terms of the use of the 
elements. The consecration does not mean that there is any "addition" 
to the elements, but rather, they "become the Body and Blood of Christ, 
nobis, to us that communicate as we ought"! In his final days, then, 
Laud, under considerable pressure to defend his own orthodoxy, was 
forced to retreat to the safety of Reformed "true" presence teaching on 
this point. His earlier emphasis on an objective presence in the 
elements was replaced by a teaching of a presence in the use. 
Consciously or unconsciously made, this shift witnesses to the 
"unorthodox" direction in which Laud's earlier thought had been moving. 
Turning to Jeremy Taylor, the protege of Laud during his earlier 
years, one finds what must surely reflect his association with Laud. 
In his On the Reverence Due to the Altar, probably written some time 
between 1637 and 1640, but not published until the nineteenth century, 
166 
Taylor, in a manner similar to Laud's 1636 "Starr-Chamber Speech", 
connected reverence toward the altar with the eucharistic presence. 
God, he claimed, is present in a special way in "Holy places", such as 
temples, churches, altars. 
167 
Although he is "present, in all places 
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alike in respect of his essence, yet hee exhibits the issues and 
effect of his presence more in some than in others". 
168 
Then Taylor 
drew the implication of what this meant specifically in terms of the 
altar: 
And lastly, (which containes the reason of the former, 
and of its holinesse) the Altar or Holy Table is sedes 
Corporis et Sanguinis Christi. S. Chrysost: hom. 21 
in 2 Cor: et alibi. And if the Altars, and the Arke 
and the Temple in the Law of Nature and Moses were 
Holy, because they were God's Memorialls, as I shewed 
above, then the same reason shall the Altar be 
vTt6pLY L OV highly Holy, because it is Christ's 
Memoriall, there we commemorate his Death, and passion 
in the dreadfull, and mysterious way that himselfe 
with greatest mysteriousness appointed. ToOtO 
TtO LC1. tCCCQ Thv el. Lfp) CLvc 4VTjQ Ls, doe this for my 
memoriall. Here are all the Christian Sacrifices 
presented. Panem accepit, et calicem similiter et 
suum Sanguinem confessus est et novi Testamenti novam 
docuit oblationem, quarr EccZesia ab ApostoZis accipiens 
in Universo mundo offert Deo, saith that Apoistolicall 
man S. Irenaeus. Wee doe believe that Christ is there 
really present in the Sacrament, there is the body and 
bloud of Christ which are verely, and indeed taken and 
received by the faithfull, saidth our Church in her 
Catechisme. Now if places become holy at the presence 
of an Angell, as it did in Josuahs case to whom the 
captaine of the Lord's Host appeared, and in Jacob's 
case at Bethel, and in all the old Law, for God alwayes 
appeared by Angells, shall not the Christian Altar be 
most holy where is piggent the blessed Body and Bloud 
of the Sonne of God? 
Quoting a text from St. John Chrysostom, Taylor wrote, "Thou doest 
reverence or honour the Altar, because it is the seat of the body of 
Christ". 
170 
Taylor was explicit that no adoration "relatively or 
transitively" was to be given to the altar; rather, when teaching a 
reverence to the altar, one is using a "Metonymicall expression of the 
subject for the adjunct", he asserted. It is Christ present on the altar 
who is adored (adorato Christo praesente in aZtaribus). To incline one's 
head to the altar is to incline one's head to God who is there and who is 
residing in the sacred things (incZinato capite ad aZtare, that is, 
inclinato capite ad Deum ibidem, atque in sacris residentum: ... ). 
171 
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one honours the altar, not for any "innate excellency in it seife", but 
"for its relation to the body of Christ for which it is appointed as an 
Arke or Tabernacle". 
172 
Taylor's ideas about the sanctity of the altar 
became immediately evident when he was made rector of Uppingham in 1638. 
He at once saw to it that new communion-ware and rich altar cloths were 
obtained for the church. 
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Several years later when in 1649 he wrote The Great Exemplar, 
Taylor referred to an intimate relationship between the eucharistic bread 
and Christ's body: 
In the sacrament, that body which is reigning in 
heaven is exposed upon the table of blessing; and 
His body which was broken for us, is now broken 
again, and yet remains impassible. Every consec- 
rated portion of bread and wine does exhibit Christ 
entirely to the faithful receiver; and yet Christ 
remains one, whilel12 is wholly ministered in ten 
thousand portions. 
This language is very much like that of the rubric in the 1549 Prayer 
Book, which stated that "man must not think less to be received in part 
of the bread], than in the whole, but in each of them the whole body of 
our Saviour Jesu Christ". It is also much like the idea expressed in 
the Eastern Orthodox Divine Liturgy (which Taylor knew175), that the 
Lamb of God is broken and distributed, yet is not broken or severed 
(this prayer is said after the priest breaks the consecrated bread): 
NCX ctaL, xat 8LauepICezaL ö'AUvbszoü ®eoü ... 
6 ueXLEduevos, 
xaL of 8LaLpovuevos, 6 ncvzoze toOLdUEvoc, xaL unUnoze 
Aquinas had expressed a similar idea when he wrote, Et ideo manifestum. 
est quod Christus totus est sub qualibet parte specierum panis.... 
177 
In the third part of The Great Exemplar, Taylor urged that "so 
long as the consecrated symbols remain within us, according to common 
estimate", the communicant "should keep the flame bright, and the perfume 
of an actual devotion" through prayer and thanksgiving. 
178 
In his 1650 
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The Rule and Exercises of Holy Living , he wrote that the sacrifice of 
the cross is "exhibited on the table sacramentally". 
179 
In all of the above passages, there is undoubtedly the tendency to 
locate the presence of Christ on the altar and in the elements, but, like 
Cosin and Laud, Taylor's thinking underwent a change. By the time he 
wrote his 1654 The Real Presence, he had begun to emphasize the presence 
in the use or action of the sacrament, interpreting the TOOT o of the 
verba as referring to "the whole action about the bread". The bread by 
itself is neither the natural body of Christ, nor is it a sufficient 
symbol of it; rather, the bread "broken, blessed, given, distributed, 
taken, eaten" is Christ's body. 
180 
Taylor explicitly rejected "consub- 
stantiation", which he identified with certain medieval schoolmen, Luther 
and the Greek Orthodox, 
181 
and which he understood as teaching that 
"Christ's natural body was together with the natural bread". Of this 
opinion, he said, "I do not approve". 
182 
He dismissed Aquinas' teaching 
that the body of Christ is in the sacramental species according to the 
manner of substance, and "so is whole in the whole". 
183 
To be in a 
place after the manner of substance is "not to be in a place at all", 
Taylor argued, since substance "hath in it no relation to a place, till 
it be specificated to a body or a spirit". 
184 For Christ to be present 
"spiritually" "after the manner of spirits" or "after that manner of 
being as an angel is in a place" was nonsensical for Taylor. 
185 
A sacramental presence, Taylor argued, is not a "natural real being in a 
place, but a relation to a person". 
186 
The body of Christ is neither on 
the altar, nor in the elements: 
And, therefore, to make the body of Christ to be in 
a thousand places at once, and yet to be but one body, 
- to be in heaven, and be upon so many altars, - to 
be on the altar in so many round wafers, - is to make 
a body to be a spirit, and to make a finite to be 187 
infinite; for nothing can be so but an infinite-Spirit. 
215 
This change in Taylor's thinking may well have been related to his 
association with Nicholson, who, as has been pointed out (supra, p. 154), 
also emphasized a presence in the use of the sacrament. 
Six years later in The Worthy. Communicant, Taylor argued that the 
sacrament and the grace of the sacrament are joined in the "lawful and 
holy use of them" by a kind of "sacramental union" or a "confederation 
of the parts of the holy covenant". 
188 
In the use of the sacramental 
bread and wine, he argued, one should pay more attention to what they 
signify than to that of which they are composed, to their "holy employ- 
ment" than to their natural use, to what they are by grace than to what 
they are by nature, to how they nourish the soul than to how they nourish 
the body, to how "they are made holy to purposes of religion" and what 
they are to the spirit than to what they are to sense and disputation. 
189 
The sacraments, Taylor maintained, operate only by virtue of the Spirit, 
and the Spirit ordinarily works by the instrumentality of the sacraments. 
They are "instruments of grace in the hand of God, and by these his Holy 
Spirit changes our hearts, and translates us into a Divine nature". 
190 
In Taylor's change of emphasis191 to a presence in the use of the 
sacrament and in understanding the elements to be instruments for 
conveying the body and blood, rather than the Zoci of the body and blood, 
we again see (as with both Laud before him and. Cosin after him), areturn 
to the thinking of the sixteenth-century English and to the Calvinist 
perspective. It is not surprising that in his 1660 letter concerning 
books for a new library, he highly recommended the fifth book of Hooker's 
Ecclesiastical Polity and the writings of various Reformed divines, such 
as Pierre du Moulin (his Defence of James I), Simon Episcopius (his 
Opera), and Gerhard Johann Vossius (his Thesis TheoZogicae et Historicae 
t, 
.ý 
and Disputatio TheoZogica de Sacramentorum Vi et E icacia), all of which 
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stand in the same stream of thought on this point, as did Taylor. 
192 
Significantly, he also recommended Chemnitz' Examinis and Gerhard's Loci, 
which, he noted, "serve to all purposes of-the whole body of Divinity, 
but you must pare away Ctheirj two Lutheran spots, viz., of consubstant- 
iation and ubiquity". 
193 
The changes of thinking undergone by Laud, Cosin and Taylor do not, 
however, imply that the 1640s and 50s signalled the end of belief in the 
presence of Christ in the elements. Herbert Thorndike's teaching makes 
such a view untenable. In his 1642 Of Religious Assemblies, he asserted 
that the bread and wine "exhibit" the "invisible grace which they 
represent" and "exhibit" the body and blood of Christ. 
194 
The meaning 
of this "exhibition" language, which he continued to use in the 1659 
Epilogue, 
195 
is clarified in his teaching on the sacramental union. In 
this 1659 work, he taught that there is a "supernatural conjunction and 
union" between the body and blood and the eucharistic bread and wine, 
196 
and he used the examples of dove/Holy Spirit, tongues of fire/Holy Spirit, 
fire and whirlwind/angels, to illustrate this idea. Rejecting the Roman 
criticism197 that the dove and tongues of fire are not called the Holy 
Spirit in the Scriptures, while the bread is called Christ's body, 
Thorndike denied that his teaching was built upon the supposition that 
they were. Rather, he argued, whoever understands the capacity of words 
to serve as instruments for signifying men's minds, is able to conclude 
that dove and tongue "may as well be said to be the Holy Ghost, as it may 
be said, that the Holy Ghost came down, because the dove came down". No 
man of sense would identify tongues of fire as the Godhead of the Holy 
Spirit, literally, when they are called the Holy Spirit in order to 
signify His presence. Similarly, no man believes the Godhead to move 
217 
because the Spirit is said to have come down in the bodily form of a dove. 
It is possible, Thorndike claimed, to say, "This is that" on account of 
the "invisible presence of one thing in another and with another, which 
is visibly present", although everybody recognizes the "distance there is 
between their natures". 
198 
This sacramental union is similar to the hypostatical union in the 
person of Christ, Thorndike argued. All orthodox Christians, he 
insisted, acknowledge that one is able to ascribe the properties which, 
properly speaking, belong to either nature, to the person of Christ. 
The properties of the divine nature, for example, are attributed to the 
manhood of Christ without confounding the natures or properties. That 
one is able to do this indicates belief in a "supernatural conjunction 
and union of two Natures in one Person of our Lord". In attributing the 
name of body and blood to the bread and wine, one is describing a similar 
"supernatural conjunction and union" between the body and blood and the 
bread and wine. While the personal union is indissoluble and the 
sacramental union is only in the use of the elements, that is, "from the 
consecration to the receiving", the reason which made both supernatural 
is the same - the will of God. 
199 
These are very Lutheran-sounding ideas, and Thorndike acknowledged 
the similarity of his teaching with that of the Lutherans: 
Therefore, I 
, am no way singular 
in this sense. 
All they of the Confession of Augsburg do maintain 
it before me; and think it enough to say, that it 
is an unusual or extraordinary manner of speech, 
when one thing is said to be another of a several 
kind and nature, but which the unusual and extra- 
ordinary c268 that is signified, both expounds and 
justifies. 
It is highly likely that one of the Lutheran theologians, whose teaching 
Thorndike here acknowledged as having known, was Martin Chemnitz. In his 
Fundamenta Sanae Doctrinae, Chemnitz had used exactly the same argument 
218 
with regard to the sacramental union as Thorndike was to use nearly 
seventy years later. He had cited the examples of doves, flames and 
angels, among others, to demonstrate that the method of predication 
concerning the union, presence and exhibition of two distinct things 
through the uniting of the subject and the predicate by the copulative 
verb was well-known in Holy Scripture. 
201 
To claim that bread is the 
body, he argued, is to imply that bread, while remaining bread, is also 
the body, such that the body is present, exhibited and received as the 
bread is present, exhibited and received. 
202 
It can also be pointed out that the Konkordienformel (which 
Thorndike would have known through his knowledge of the Liber Concor- 
diae203) had used much the same language, as Thorndike later used, by 
insisting upon a sacramental union analogous to, but not identical with, 
the hypostatical union: 
... wie denn eben diese Gleichnis 
Cof the personal 
union] viel fUrnehmen alte Lehrer, Justin, Cýprianus, 
Augustinus, Leo, Gelasius, Chrysostomos und andere, 
von den Worten des Testaments Christi: 'das ist 
mein Leib', brauchen... wiewohl solche Vereinigung 
des Leibs und Bluts Christi mit Brot und Wein nicht 
ein persönliche Vereinigung wie beider Naturen in 
Christo, sunder wie sie D. Luther und die Unsern in 
den vielgedachten Artikeln der VergZeichung Anno 204 1536, etc., und sonst 'sacramentalem unionem'.... 
In addition, the Konkordienformel had defined, as Thorndike later did, 
that the sacramental union lasts from consecration to reception, a 
presence enduring in time. The usus or actio, the confession taught, 
includes the entire external, visible eucharistic action from die 
'Consecration' oder Wort der Einsetzung, die Austeilung und Empfahung 
oder mündliche Niessung des gesegneten Brots und Weins, Leibs und Bluts 
Christi.... 205 
Thorndike, like Chemnitz before him, 
206 
also acknowledged the 
sacrament's validity in the early Church's practice of reservation. 
i 
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The mystical presence or sacramental change, he claimed, while understood 
in terms of the use of the sacrament, i. e., that it takes "effect only in 
order to that communion, unto which the Church designeth that which it 
consecrateth", nevertheless, cannot be "limited to the instant of the 
assembly". 
207 
The eucharist is an action, but unlike baptism "which 
passes with the doing of it", it has two parts, i. e., the preparation and 
the use. Certainly, if it were prepared or consecrated for any other 
reason than communion, or use, this would border on "sacrilege in the 
abuse of the sacrament". 
208 
Yet, it is possible for the two parts to be 
separated at times. The early Church did this, Thorndike argued, in 
allowing those not present at the celebration to receive the eucharist. 
Although he was not able to give any reason why this necessarily should 
have been done, "in point of charity" he acknowledged that the practice 
did not contravene the principle that consecration was intended for 
communion and "the total of both is necessarily understood by the name of 
the sacrament". 
209 
Moreover, in the early Church reservation was for a 
short time, from one celebration to another; those "who carried away the 
Body of our Lord to eat at home, drinking the Blood at the present" could 
be said to have communicated under both kinds. 
210 What Thorndike denied 
was an absolute change in the bread or a permanence of the presence: 
Nor would it have been a custom, in some places, 
to burn the remains of the sacrament (as Hesychius, 
In Levit. Viii., witnesseth); or at Constantinople 
to give them to schoolboys: had they not conceived 
the change of the elements to be in order to the 
use of them, and that this use, and that which is 
done in order thereunto, expireth, when the occa- 
sion of giving them to eise for whom the Church 
intendeth them ceaseth. 
(Similarly, the Konkordienformel had also denied a permanent presence in 
the elements when it stated that bread is not to be deemed a sacrament 
when it is not distributed, but is offered up, locked up, carried about 
220 
or exposed for adoration: ... ausser welchen Gebrauch, wenn das Brot in 
der papistichen Mess nicht ausgeteilet, sondern aufgeopfert oder einge- 
schossen, webgetragen und anzubeten fflrgesteZZet, ist es für kein 
Sakrament zu halten... 
212) 
Finally, in his Reformation of the Church of 
England, Thorndike affirmed that the spirit is united with the bread, "so 
long and to such purposes, as the Church intends by consecrating". 
213 
Thorndike used language in the Epilogue which describes a presence 
of the body and blood "in, with or under" the elements, qualifying this 
as a mystical, spiritual or sacramental presence. He stated, for 
example, that it is the visible profession of the Church which makes 
effectual the body and blood "sacramentally present in the elements of 
it". 
214 
When the eucharist is celebrated in the unity of the Church, 
the communicant has "a legal presumption, even towards God" to receive 
the body and blood "in and with the elements of bread and wine". 
215 
And again, he asserted that the body and blood of Christ crucified are 
caused to be "mystically present in the elements" of the eucharist. 
216 
They "are contained in them, not as in a bare sign, which a man may take 
up at his pleasure, but as in the means by which God hath promised His 
Spirit". 
217 
The Fathers, he argued, called the eucharistic gifts 
"figures, symbols, images, similitudes, representations, patterns, 
pledges, riddles", not as if "they contained not the thing signified", 
but because the earthly nature is not destroyed. 
218 
The flesh of Christ 
"sacramentally present in the element consecrate into it" must be 
distinguished from the "Flesh of Christ naturally in the Body of Christ 
upon the cross" which was of necessity accompanied with the blood of 
Christ. In the sacrament, however, the Church is commanded both to 
consecrate-and to receive the body and blood separately, so that "under 
the one element" the body is received and "under another" the blood is 
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received. 
219 
When feeling pressed (as we saw in the second chapter) to 
explicate further how he understood the in, with and under language, 
Thorndike responded: 
... when I say, they [the body and blood] are 
'in'. 'with', and 'under', them [the elements], as 
'in', and 'with', and 'under', a sacrament mystically; 
I conceive I am excused of any further answer, and am 
not obliged to declare the manner of that which must 
be mystical, when I have said what I can say to 
declare it. Only I will take leave to tell him, that 
he will remain nevertheless obliged to believe the 
truth both of the sign and of the thing signified .... 
though I answer not all that he demands, upon the 
question, what the sacramental presence of the Body 
and Blood of Christ in, or yj6h, or under the elements 
of the eucharist signifies. 
This utilization of in, with, and under language by Thorndike to 
describe the relationship between the eucharistic bread and Christ's body 
is further evidence that at least this part of his sacramental teaching 
had roots in the Lutheran theological tradition, 
221 
rather than in 
sixteenth-century English or Reformed theology. He provided, moreover, 
the most thorough Caroline exposition and defence of a spatial connection 
between the eucharistic presence and the elements, an idea which had 
already been posited in the seventeenth-century Anglican' theological 
tradition by earlier Caroline divines. 
If, in our discussion of sacramental change, we concluded that 
there was an edging away from the Anglican thinking of the previous 
century, with regard to the relationship between the earthly elements and 
Christ's body and blood, we notice an even greater shift. All of the 
Caroline divines under consideration, except Montague and Forbes, at some 
time in their careers, affirmed a spatial connection between the 
eucharistic presence and the earthly signs. They wrote or spoke about 
a presence on the altar, in the vessels, or in, with and under the 
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elements. We noted the association in the thinking and practice of some 
of the divines, between an elaboration of, and reverence toward, the 
altar and belief in a presence on it. Practice and belief may well have 
given impetus and support to each other in the tendency to an acceptance 
of a presence of Christ on earth in the sacrament. In several cases, -we 
pointed to similarities with Lutheran teaching and possible Lutheran 
influence on this Caroline understanding of the presence of Christ in the 
eucharist. This tendency to locate the eucharistic presence in the 
elements may be " harking back to the 1549 Prayer Book, which, as we 
saw in the first chapter, taught that the whole body of Christ is present 
in each part of the bread (supra, p. 34 ). The seventeenth century 
witnessed what Curving has described as a "back to 1549" liturgical 
movement, championed in the early years by Andrewes and John Overall. 
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The preference for altars at the east end of the chancel rather than 
free-standing tables was part of this movement. In the eucharistic 
theology of the Caroline divines, then, we may find a reflection of this 
desire to return to the 1549 rite, 
which, 
as we pointed out earlier 
(supra, p. 35 ); contained a doctrine of eucharistic presence similar to 
that of some sixteenth-century Lutherans. 
By no means was this the only understanding. As we saw, Montague 
and Forbes taught a presence in use, a conjunction between the bread and 
body in time, rather than in space. Laud in his last days., accepted 
this position, and Cosin's and Taylor's thinking, after earlier 
flirtations with the more spatially orientated approach, came to rest 
here as well. This latter perspective was a continuation of the 
sixteenth-century English heritage and was in tune with Calvinist 
theology, sixteenth-century Melancthonian thinking and, to a certain 
extent, seventeenth-century Lutheran thought. 
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It is the former tendency which locates the presence of Christ in 
places, which undoubtedly was the cause of the popularity of the 
Caroline divines among the nineteenth-century Tractarians. And indeed 
in this respect, the seventeenth century did move away from the Reformed 
dominated sacramental thinking of sixteenth-century Anglicanism, and one 
can understand the Anglo-Catholic appeals to this "second and better 
Reformation". This, however, is not the end of the story, for, -as-we 
shall see, this seventeenth-century movement was not without its 
ambiguities, nor without its own roots in the earlier tradition. 
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from his later writings. 
99 
Ibid., 5: 481. 
100 
Correspondence, 1: 253. 
101Ibid., 
p. 259. 
102Works, 
4: 48. 
103 
Ibid. Cosin used the image of the 
of Clairvaux, to show that sacraments were 
themselves, without any relation, but were 
grace was given by the visible sign. The 
analogous, not to a ring given absolutely a 
but to a ring given as a sign of something 
104 
Ibid., p. 48. 
105See, 
e. g., Ipsa sane 
exhibetur Corpus Donrini... 
nobis dantur panis et vinum, 
et Sanguis Domini... Ibid., 
1061bid., 
p. 43. 
1071bid., 
p. 49. 
1081bid., 
pp. 95-96. 
109 
We know 
substantiationis 
ring, taken from St. Bernard 
not "absolute things" in 
mysteries in which divine 
eucharistic elements were 
sa gift in and of itself, 
else. Works, 4: 123. 
institutionis verba, panem esse, quicum 
ibid., 4: 57, and ... quando in Eucharistia 
simul et eodem tempore dantur etiarn Corpus 
p. 98. See also, p. 46. 
this because Cosin referred to his 1656 Historia Tran- 
. 
Papalis in this passage. 
110 
Works, 5: 345. 
ill 
Ibid. 
112 
Ibid. 
113See, De Sacrificio Christi semel in Cruce obZato et initerabiZi 
contra Pontificios (Helmstadt: Henningus Mullerus, 1644), par. lxxxv. 
(This volume is present in Cosin's library in Durham. ) Calixtus 
followed Melancthon's, rather than Luther's, lead in eucharistic doctrine, 
emphasizing that when the bread and wine are received, the body and blood 
of Christ are received, rather than teaching that the body and blood are 
0 
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in or under the bread and wine. This is not far removed from what we 
labelled as "occasionalism" in our discussion of Hooker and Calvin in 
chapter one. For a short history of Calixtus, see, A. C. Piepkorn's 
article in The Encyclopedia of the Lutheran Church, 3 vols., ed., Julius 
Bodensieck (Minneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1965), 1: 349-50. 
For Melancthon's teaching, see p. 
114 
Works, 5: 356-57. 
115Perkins, 
Works, p. 710; see also, du Moulin, A Defence of the 
Catholike Faith, p. 265. 
116 
See, e. g., various passages in Historia Transubstantiotionis 
P aZis. Works, 4: 50,119. In his notations in the Durham Book 
(probably begun in 1660-61), he added a substitute reading for the 
rubric concerning the curate's use of the remaining bread and wine: "If 
any of the bread or wine remain unconsecrate, the Curate shall have it 
to his owne use: & if any remaine that was unconsecrate, it shall not 
be carried out of the Church, but yet Priest & such other of the 
Communicants as he shall then call unto him before ye Lord's Table, 
shall reverently eate and drinke the same. " G. J. Coming, ed. & intro., 
The Durham Book, Being the First Draft of the Revision of the Book of 
Common Prayer in 1661 (reprint) (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press Pub., 
1961), pp. 184,186. It would seem that, in the final analysis, Cosin 
could not bear the liturgical implications of his own teaching, and 
retreated back to those of his earlier days. 
117Cuming, 
The Anglicanism of John Cosin, pp. 11-12. 
118Appello 
Caesarem, p. 296. 
119A 
New Gagg for an Old Goose, p. 252. 
12OIbid. 
121This 
was in accord with the teaching of Bishop overall, which 
also placed the presence in the use of the sacrament (supra, p. 230, ft. 
nt. 94). Macauley has described Overall as the "fountainhead for 
Mountague's teaching". Richard Mountague, p. 39: In A New Gagg for 
an Old Goose, Montague referred to him as "that right reverend and 
learned Bishop of Norwich", "a man for admirable learning", p. 84. 
122AppelZo Caesarem, pp. 284-88,296. 
123Macauley, 
Richard Mountague, p. 378. See also, Articles to Bee 
Enquired of, Throughout the Whole Diocese of Chichester (London: R. Y. 
for Thomas Bourne, 1631), p. A, 3 LvJ; Articles to Be Enquired of, 
throughout the Whole Diocese of Chichester (London: Miles Flesher, 1637), 
p. A33. - 
124Then 
Brent gave instructions at Lewes that the altars were to be 
moved into the chancel and railed in. Not until Montague was translated 
to Norwich did he finally follow suit and enquire whether the table was 
"fixedly set" against the east wall and protected by rails. Ibid., pp. 
378-79. See also, Articles of Enqý and Direction for the Diocese of 
Norwich, in the First Visitation of the Reverend Father in God Richard 
Mountaigu (Cambridge: 1638), p. A, 3Cir . 
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Macauley, Richard Mountague, p. 379. 
126 Considerationes, 2: 470,482. 
127Ibid., 
p. 418. 
128Ibid., 
p. 410. See, Aquinas, SI, 3a. 76.3, and Bellarmine, 
era, 4: 8 (De Sacra Eucharistia. ). 
129 Considerationes, 2: 418. 
130An 
Italian ecclesiastic (1566-1624) who left the Roman Church, 
travelled to England, and was regarded as a convert to the English Church. 
He wrote against Rome, and his chief work, De Republica EccZesiastica, 
was published in London and Frankfurt (3 vols. in total). He later 
decided to leave England and returned to Rome and to the Roman Church, 
but his earlier apostasy was never really forgotten and after his death, 
both his books and his body were burned. See DNB, 15: 201-203, NBG, 
14: 504-5, NCE, 4: 993. 
131Considerationes, 
2: 
De Republica EccZesiastica, 
& 22 ; Francfurti: Sumptibu 
2: 132-33. 
132Considerationes, 2: 
418. See also, Marco Antonio de Dominis, 
3 vols. (London: Ioannem Billium 
cols. 1 
s Viduae Jonae Rosii [ol. 3j, 1617-1658), 
414; De Republica, 2: 235. 
133Considerationes, 2: 412; De Republica, 2: 230. 
134Considerationes, 2: 544; De Republica, 3: 200. 
135Supra, 
pp. 99-100. See also, Calvin, in his Institution, 
taught that when the bread is presented in the sacrament by the minister, 
the Holy Spirit distributes the body of Christ to the believing 
communicant (Institution, 4: 14: 17 and 4: 17: 16). Forbes regarded Calvin 
as a man with a deservedly great name among Protestants, despite his 
unsatisfactory attempts to please both the Lutheran and Swiss parties. 
Considerationes, 2: 388. For references to Hooker, ibid., pp. 404,496, 
and to Bucer, ibid., pp. 390-92. 
136 
Ibid., p. 388. 
137Ibid., 
pp. 388,390. Among the passages from Melancthon 
included by Forbes is this: Ego, ne longius recederem a veteribus, posui 
in usu sacramentalem praesentiam, et dixi: datis his rebus Christum vere 
adesse, et efficacem esse. Id profecto satis est. Nec addidi 
inclusionem, auf conjunctionem taZem, qua affigeretur Ti) 6LpT4) to Qc44Lc, 
auf ferruminaretur auf misceretur. CR, 3: 514. other Melancthonian 
divines whom Forbes cited are Casper Cruciger and the theologians of 
Wittenberg at the Dresden Conference. Most of Forbes' references to 
the Melancthonians, as well as other authors, come from the Calvinist 
Rudolf Hospinian's! works. Ibid., pp. 388-396. See also, RudoZphi 
Hospiniani Historiae Sacramentaria, Pars Posterior de Origine et 
Progressu Controversive Sacramentariae (Genevae: Sumptibus Samuelis de 
Tournes, 1681), p. 299, and Hospinian, Concordia Discors, Hoc est, de 
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Origine et Progressu Formulae Concordiae Bergensis (Genevae: samvelis 
de Tournes, 1678), pp. 32-33. 
138Verus 
et legitimus hujus sacramenti usus in manducatione et potu 
consistit. Ibid., p. 538. 
139 
Ibid.; see also, Gabrielis BieZ Canonis Misse Expositio, 4 vols., 
ed. Heiko A. Oberman & William J. Courtenay (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner 
Verlag GMBH, 1963-67), 2: 45,77,78. Forbes was here quoting from 
G. H. Vossius, who wrote, Ex parte hoc etiam vidit Gabriel Biel in Can. 
Zect. xxxvi a. See, Opera in Sex tomos divisa (Amstelodami: Ex 
typographia P. & J. Blaev, 1701), 6: 437. 
140See, 
e. g., Bellarmine, Opera, 4: 213. 
141Trent 
had declared: Quare sancta haec synodus retinenaum 
omnino salutarem nunc et necessarium morem statuit. Canones et Decreta, 
p. 62 (Sessio. XIII, c. VI). 
142 Considerationes, 2: 538,540. 
1431bid., 
p. 542. See also, Conradus Vorstius, Anti-Bellarminus 
Contractus; Hoc est, Compandiosum Examen, Ounium Fidei Controyersiarm, 
quod hoc tempore inter Eyangelicos & Pontificios Agitantur: rout eas 
Rob. BeZlarminus Cardinalis IV. Disputationum suarum Tomis CorpZexus 
eat, 4 vols. (Hanoviae: ex officina Typographica Guilielmi Antonii, 
1610), 3: 406. 
144Reservation 
of the eucharist for the purpose of ostentatio et 
pompa and to avert fires, tempests and other evils was not approved of 
by the Universal Church in her first and purest ages. Considerationes, 
2: 540,542; see also, Vossius, era, 6: 439, whom Forbes was citing. 
145 Considerationes, 2: 542. 
1461n 
addition to Vortius whom Forbes cited in this regard, the 
Lutheran KonkordienformeZ had similarly defined the USUS. Die 
Bekenntnisschriften, pp. 983-84. 
147 
A possible exception to this may be one passage in his 
discussion of the eucharist as sacrifice. Forbes argued that the 
Fathers taught that the ministers of the Church plead the perpetual 
victim, who is seated in heaven at the Father's right hand and who in 
an effable manner is present on the holy table (et in sacra mensa modo 
ineffabili praesentem). Ibid., p. 578. Here Forbes seemed to have 
allowed for a presence on the altar, a position which he condemned in 
his repudiation of the Romanists' understanding of the "spiritual" 
presence. It is most probable, however, that this statement of a 
presence on the altar was not meant as a positive statement of the 
nature of eucharistic presence, but was an incidental element in his 
attempt to distinguish the eucharistic sacrifice from all the properties 
of a proper, literal sacrifice. Even the Calvinistic (at least in 
terms of eucharistic presence) bishop, Thomas Bilson, spoke of Christ 
being present on the table, without affirming anything similar to the 
Lutheran or Roman doctrine. The True Difference Between Christian 
Subjection and Unchristian Rebellion (Oxford: Joseph Barnes, 1585), p. 
779. 
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148Loci Theologici, 5: 95. 
149 Ibid., p. 190. 
150To 
see the weakening within seventeenth-century Lutheranism of 
the relationship between the bread and Christ's body, one only need 
look at nearly any compendium of that period's theology. The emphasis 
on the instrumentality of the bread, rather than on its identity with 
the body, is very strong! See, e. g., Heinrich Schmid, The Doctrinal 
Theology of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, 3rd. ed. rev., trans. by 
Charles A. Hay and Henry E. Jacobs (Minneapolis: Augsburg Pub. House, 
1961), pp. 555-64, and Joh. GuilieZmi Baieri Compendium Theologiae 
Positivae, 3 vols., ed., C. F. G. Walther (St. Louis: Luth. Concordia 
Verlag, 1879), pp. 501-20. 
151Peters, 
On the Origin and Meaning, p. 476. As Peters has 
pointed out, Melancthon did not believe that it was proper to say that 
the bread is Christ's true body (ibid., p. 102), and in the last years 
of his life, he excluded reservation as being within the usus of the 
sacrament (ibid., p. 71). 
152Addleshaw, 
The Architectural Setting, pp. 121-36. 
153Works, 
6 (Part 2: 650). The words of Calvin referred to teach 
a communion with the substance of Christ, not that the substance of 
Christ is out of heaven: Ayant oste ces deux inconveniens, ie regoy 
volontiers tout ce qui pourra servir a bien exprimer la vraye communica- 
tion que Iesus Christ nous donne par la Cene en son corps et en son sang; 
de Z'exprimer, dy-ie, en sorte qu'on cognoisse que ce n'est point par 
imagination ou pensge que nous les recevons, mais que Za substance nous 
est vrayement donnge. Institution, 4: 17: 19. Laud's notations were 
made on Bellarmine's Disputationum Roberti BeZZarmini Politiania 
Societatis Jesu de Controversiis Christianae Fidei Adversus Huius 
Temporis Haereticos (3 vols. ). Works, 6 (Part 2): 607-8. For 
Bellarmine's words, see his era, 4: 7. To Bellarmine's statement 
that-substance according to itself has a position neither with regard to 
place nor to surrounding bodies (Opera, 4: 7-8), Laud commented, Non 
habet ordinem ad locum: ergo non occupat. (Works, 6 (Part 2: 650). ) 
His concern here seems to have been to deny a local or circumscribed 
presence in the elements, not to deny the presence of the substance 
itself in the celebration of the eucharist. 
154 
Laud, Works, 2: 327, ft. nt. c; see also, Bellarmine, era, 4: 7. 
155Works, 
2: 328 [emphasis is mine . The reference is probably to 
Bellarmine's words, Quarto, Concilium dicit, Christum in Sacramento esse 
vere. Id quod asseritur contra omnes Sacramentarios qui volunt 
Christum adesse, ut in signo et figura. ( era, 4: 7. ) For other 
defences of Calvin by Laud, see Works, 2: 331,367-68, ft. nt. a, and 
Works, 6 (Part 2): 651,668. 
1561f 
Calvin knew what Laud was writing, he would surely, to use 
the popular saying, "have turned over in his grave"! 
157 
Works, 6: 57 [emphasis is mine]. 
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158See, 
e. g., sermons 4,10,14,16 in XCVI Sermons by the Right 
Honorable and Reverend Father in God, Lancelot Andrewes, Late Lord 
Bishop of Winchester (London: Goerge Miller, 1629). 
159 
1t is not surprising that, in the nineteenth-century Tractarians 
like Pusey appealed to Laud, particularly to his speech in the Star 
Chamber, in support of their eucharistic doctrine. The Articles 
Treated on in Tract 90, p. 51. J. B. Mozley saw Laud's concern with 
Church externals as ultimately a doctrinal concern in which the question 
of the altar was tied to the affirmation or denial of a "high" doctrine 
of the eucharistic presence. Essays Historical and Theological, 2 vols. 
(London, Oxford and Cambridge: Rivingtons, 1878), 1: 170. Laud rescued 
the Church of England from a Genevan sense of understanding her Articles 
of Religion and from the fast tightening grasp of Calvinism, Mozley 
asserted. The "Catholic aspect" of the English Church was saved by him 
and remains a memorial to his influence. Ibid., pp. 227-28. Mozley 
emphasized the dissimilarity between Laud's innovating "high-churchman- 
ship" and the established Calvinistic school dominant in the Church of 
England since the Reformation. Ibid., pp. 114-16. On the opposite 
end of the theological spectrum, the Calvinist confessionalist, John 
Macleod, understood Laud's sacramental teaching to have suggested 
something akin to Lutheranism: "Such repeated, distinct and definite 
repudiation of the Lutheran view of the Supper 
Lby the 1647 Westminster 
Confession and the larger Catechism) might be called for in particular 
by the ungrowth of high Sacramental doctrine in the Anglican school of 
Laud. " Scottish Theology. In Relation to Church History (Edinburgh: 
The Knox Press, 1943), p. 24. W. J. Grisbrooke, on the other hand, has 
argued that Laud and the theological school which followed him taught 
what might be labelled "dynamic virtualism", the "classical high 
Anglican" doctrine of the eucharist in the seventeenth century. 
Anglican Liturgies of the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries, p. xv. 
Laud, Grisbrooke argued, believed in a real presence mediated through 
the bread and wine, and that in virtue of this use, there was something 
holy about the elements themselves. Ibid., p. 17. This, however, 
would be saying too little, since as Dugmore has pointed out, "It is 
legitimate to ask whether a spiritual presence can be said to have its 
'greatest place of residence upon earth' ... the altar, without 
implying 
some kind of local presence". Eucharistic Doctrine in England, p. 51, 
ft. nt. 3., Dugmore has argued that Laud, "who was not a profound 
theologian, never stated clearly what it was that he adored in the 
Eucharist". Ibid., p. 50. 
160Baillie, 
quite unjustly, categorized Montague together with Laud 
and Cosin. Ladensium AYTOKATAKPIEIE3 The Canterburians Self-Conviction: 
or, An Evident Demonstration of the Avowed Arminisme, Poperie, and 
Tyrannie of that Faction, by their Owne Confessions (Edinburgh: J. Bryson, 
1640), p. 7A3R. The Puritan, William Prynne, also attacked Laud 
(post mortem) for having taught that Christ's "very natural body is 
really present on the altar in the consecrated bread". Canterburies 
Doome (London: John Macock for Michael Spark, 1646), p. 204. 
161 
"Friday, the Convocation sat after the ending of the Parliament 
till May 29, and then ended; having made in that time 17 Canons; 
which, I hope, will be useful to the Church. " (May 29,1640. ) 
"Friday, I took my oath to the new Canons at the Council Table.... " 
(July 10,1640. ) From Laud's Diary, Works, 3z 236. 
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162Ibid., 5 (Part 2): 624-26. 
163Ibid., 
2: 364, ft. nt. 2. 
164The 
words of the Roman mass are, ut nobis Corpus et Sanguis fiat 
dilectissimi FiZii tui, Domini nostri Jesu Christ. See, The Missal in 
Latin and English (London: Burns Oates & Washbourne, 1957), p. 698. The 
words of the 1548 Edwardian Liturgy are, "... and with thy Holy Spirit 
and word vouchsafe to bl+ess and sanc+tify these thy gifts, and creatures 
of bread and wine, that they may be unto us the body and blood of thy 
most dearly beloved Son Jesus Christ... " The Two Liturgies in the 
Reign of Edward VI, ýn , p. 88. The words of the Scottish Liturgy are, 
and of thy almighty goodness vouchsafe so to bless and sanctify with thy 
word and holy Spirit these thy gifts and creatures of bread and wine, 
that they may be unto us the body and blood of thy most dearly beloved 
Son... " Liturgiae Britannicae, pp. 210,214. Works, 3: 354-55. 
1651bid., 
p. 355. 
1661t 
was during his period in oxford that, under Laud's patronage, 
he probably wrote this treatise. Porter, Jeremy Taylor, p. 11. Why 
the work, which obviously was in tune with Laud's thinking, remained 
unpublished, has not been answered. 
1670n 
the Reverence Due to the Altar, ed., John Barrow (Oxford & 
London: J. H. Parker, 1848), p. 23. This was the first printing, from 
the original MS in the library of Queen's College, Oxford. 
1681bid., 
p. B. 
169Ibid., 
pp. 34-35. 
170Ibid., 
p. 42: "And the reason 
for 
the veneration of the alts] 
is expressed by S. Chrysostom hom: 21 in 2. Cor.: c. 10, Qv öe Tb 
SUQLaOTT'jpLOV TOÜTO TLýLýLs ÖTL U'ACTOLL TOG XpLQTOU 031 a. Thou 
doest reverence or honour the Altar, because it is the seat of the body 
of Christ. "; see also, PG, 61: 540 (In ist. 2 ad Cor. HomiZ. 20). 
171 
On the Reverence, p. 44. 
172"... 
and S. Chrysostom in the place before quoted, hom: 21, in 
2 Cor.: Tu autem altare hoc honoras (not for any innate excellency in 
it seife, much lesse for any latent divinity, but) quia suscipit corpus 
Domini, for its relation to the body of Christ for which it is appointed 
as'an Arke or Tabernacle. " Ibid., pp. 46-47. See also, PG, 61: 540. 
173 
Among the new appointments were included: 1 chalice with a cover 
silver and gilt, 2 patens silver and gilt, 2 pewter flaggons, 1 Diaper 
napkin for a Corporall, 1 altar cloth of green silk damask, 2 altar 
cloths of Diaper, 1 long cushion of crimson velvet lined with crimson 
searge, and 4 great tassels of crimson silk. Porter, Jeremy Taylor, 
p. 140. 
174 
Works., 3: 294. 
175 
See., e. g., his 1650 The Rule and Exercise of Holy Living (ibid., 
4: 288 ff. ); CZerus Domini in 1651 (ibid., 14: 468-73. 
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176C. 
Authorities 
177 ST, 3a. 76.3. 
178 
Works, 3: 311. 
1791bid., 
4: 312 Emphasis is mine. 
180Ibid., 
9: 466. 
181,,... 
secondly, if Luther's and the ancient schoolmen's ways be 
true, that Christ's body be present together with the bread; - in that 
sense Christ's words might be true, though no transubstantiation; and 
this is the sense, which is followed by the Greek Church. " Ibid., 10: 
16-17 (The Real Presence). 
1621bid., 
9: 480. 
1831bid., 
10: 34; see also, Aquinas, ST, 3a. 76.4. 
184Works, 
10: 34-35. 
185Ibid., 
9: 428-29. 
1861bid., 
10: 32-33. 
187Ibid., 
p. 29. 
188Ibid., 
15: 428. 
1891bid., 
p. 527. 
190Ibid., 
pp. 429-30. 
1910ne 
must not regard this change as a rigid and absolute one. 
In The Great Exemplar, Taylor used language of instrumentality (ibid., 
3: 294), while in The Worthy Communicant, he still wrote at times as if 
the presence was somehow attached to the elements (e. g., he referred to 
the sacrament as a "veil" hiding Christ, and he claimed that, as soon as 
one takes the "holy elements" into oneself, one has taken Christ into 
oneself). Ibid., 15: 428,652,673. 
192Works, 
1: lxxxix (Heber-Eden edition). See, e. g., Moulin, 
A Defence of the Catholicke Faith, pp. 267-73; Simon Episcopius, Opera 
Theologica (Amsterdam: Ioannis Blaev, 1650), p. 41; G. J. Vossius, 
Theses Theologiae et Historicae (Leiden: W. T., 1628), pp. 451-52,479-80; 
Vossius, Disputatio T eolo-ýzca de Sacramentorum Vi et Efficacia (oxford: 
Fletcher et Hanwell, 1795), pp. 203,211-12,218,223,228,232-33,238- 
39. 
193Works, 
1: lxxxix (Heber-Eden edition). Taylor's knowledge and 
approval in 1660 of these Lutheran works opens up the possibility that he 
had known them earlier, and had been influenced by, at least, Chemnitz 
when he had made a closer connection between the bread. and Christ's body 
A. Swainson, ed., The Greek Liturgies Chiefly from Original 
_(Cambridge: 
University Press, 1884), p. 137. 
239 
in his theology. Apparently, Taylor did not accept Gerhard's disavowal 
of "consubstantiation", and failed to perceive any essential difference 
between Chemnitz and Gerhard on the question of the relationship of 
bread and body. 
194Works, 
1: 343-44; see also p. 35. 
1951bid., 
4: 78,98. 
196Ibid., 
p. 25. 
197 
Ibid., p. 23, ft. nt. g; see also, Bellarmine, era, 4: 177-78. 
198Works, 
4: 22-23. 
1991bid., 
pp. 24-25. 
200 
Ibid., p. 25. 
201Haec 
exempla ideo commemoravi, ut ostenderem, vuZgarem & usitatum 
in Scriptura esse modum illum de conjunctione, praesentia & exhibitione 
duarum distinctarum rerum praedicandi, per copulationem subjecti, & 
attributi, quanquam in omnibus exen7plis non eadem est ratio unionis: In 
Christo est hypostatica unio, talis non est veZ columba Baptistae, vel 
in pane Coenae; sed alterius generis; vere tarnen & substantialis. 
F'undamenta, p. 17; The Lord's Supper, p. 53. 
202 Copula, Est, denotat, quid illud sit, quod adest, quod exhibetur 
& accipitur, quod scilicet Panis fiste, post acceptum nominationem Dei, 
non sit tantum Panis; sed simul etiam corpus Christi. Fundamenta, p. 
14; The Lord's Supper, p. 46. The nineteenth-century editor of 
Thorndike's Works pointed out. the similarity with Chemnitz' Fundamenta. 
See, Works, p. 23, ft. nt. g; p. 25, ft. nt. Z. 
203See, 
Works, 4: 44. 
204Die Bekenntnisschriften, pp. 983-84. 
2051bid., 
p. 1,001. 
206While 
there is no direct evidence that Thorndike knew Chemnitz' 
Examinis, his familiarity-with the Lutheran tradition and with 
Chemnitz' Fundamenta makes the probability of such knowledge quite high. 
207 
Works, 4 (Part 2) : 576 (Epilogue) . 
2081bid., 
p. 738. 
209 
Ibid. 
210Ibid., 
p. 576. 
211Ibid., 
p. 81. 
212Die Bekenntnisschriften, p. 1,001. Andrewes, as we saw, also 
denied an absolute permanence of the presence (supra, p. 191). 
240 
2131bid., 5: 546. 
214Ibid., 
4: 36. 
215Ibid., 
p. 37. 
216ibid., 
pp. 116-17. 
217Ibid., 
p. 112. 
218Ibid., 
p. 79. 
2191bid. 
220This 
is not to suggest, however, that Thorndike understood the 
nature of the eucharistic body in the same way as did the Lutherans. 
As we saw in chapter three, and as we shall see in chapter six, he taught 
that it is the Spirit who dwells in the blood and wine, and that the body 
of Christ by incarnation and the bread by consecration become 
sacramentally one by being one with the Spirit. The nature of the 
sacramental union is a union of bread and Spirit! Nevertheless, in 
terms of the relationship between the eucharistic presence and the 
elements, he spoke in a very Lutheran way. 
221For 
in, with, and under language by Lutherans, see, e. g., the 
Kleiner Katechismus and Grosser Katechismus of Luther (Die Bekenntnis- 
schriften, pp. 519-20,709) and the KonkordienformeZ (ibid., 797,984). 
222Various 
writers have rightly pointed out that ideas about the 
altar or communion table frequently reflected differences in doctrine. 
See, e. g., H. Davies, Worship and Theology, 2: 7-17. H. R. Trevor-Roper 
went so far as to write: "To the puritan the communion-table was only 
a table, and the communion a commemorative meal Csic) : to set the table 
up in the east, bedizened with trappings, was to convert it into an altar, 
as the Papists did, and to show it reverence was idolatry. To the high 
churchman, however, the table was an altar, the communion a magic 
function [sic: the sacraments were the body and blood of Christ, 
transmuted by the divine power delegated to the priest; and no reverence, 
no ceremonies, were superfluous in the presence of so important and 
formidable a mystery. This difference of practice thus entailed a 
difference of doctrine.... " Archbishop Laud. p. 45. Despite the 
exaggerations of this passage, it does point to the connection between 
doctrine and its liturgical and architectural expression. Nonetheless, 
this is not an absolute connection, since, for example, during Cosin's 
later life, when he held a doctrine emphasizing Christ's presence in the 
use of the sacrament rather than in the elements, he still wanted an 
altar in the east end of the chancel, covered with silk and linen, and 
still wanted there to be "paten, chalice & other descent furniture meet 
for the High Mysteries there to be celebrated". Cuming, Durham Book, 
pp. xxii-xxiii, 132. 
223Cuming, 
The Anglicanism of John Cosin, p. 3. 
224In 
various ways the 1549 rite influenced Caroline theologians, 
e. g., Cosin linked together the 1549 Prayer Book and the retention of 
altars. He claimed that the pulling down of altars and setting up of 
tables began only at the beginning of Queen Elizabeth's 
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reign. Works, 5: 85 (first series of notes on the Prayer Book). Laud, 
with his preference for altars, was certainly part of this movement, so 
much so, that his name is often attached to it (see, e. g., Cuming, The 
Anglicanism of John Cosin, p. 3). Taylor, likewise, was a protege of 
Laud in these matters and, in his early days, even used language 
similar to that of the 1549 Prayer Book in his description of the locus 
of the presence (supra, p. 231). Thorndike, in his discussion of 
consecration, acknowledged that the 1549 Prayer Book was better than the 
one currently in use in his day (see, p. 407). In all these ways, the 
1549 Prayer Book was making itself felt in the seventeenth century. 
V: COMMUNION IN CHRIST'S EUCHARISTIC BODY 
The nature of eucharistic communion is another way in which the 
doctrine of sacramental presence expresses and manifests itself. How 
does one receive the body of Christ? Who can receive the flesh of 
Christ? There are three elements or strands which are woven together 
in the teaching of holy communion: 1. the importance of faith, 
2. the relationship between the communicant's body and Christ's body, 
and 3. the issue of manducatio impiorum. 
1 
Because these three 
factors are so closely linked in the question of sacramental 
participation, it is best to examine them in relation to each other 
within the thinking of each of the Caroline theologians being examined. 
In Saravia's De Sacra Eucharistia, he argued that there are three 
kinds of manducation of Christ's body: 1. Capernaitic or carnal eating, 
such as the Jews imagined Jesus to have meant when he spoke of eating 
and drinking His flesh and blood in the sixth chapter of St. John's 
Gospel, 2. spiritual eating, which occurs by faith, and 3. sacramental 
eating, which takes place when one receives the bread and body and the 
wine and blood. 
2 
The third kind of eating, sacramental, is done by both good and bad 
(pii et impii), since both eat the body and drink the blood with their 
mouths when they receive the bread and wine. To claim that one can 
partake of the outward sign without partaking of the things signified, 
i. e., the body and blood, is to divide and dissolve the sacrament, 
Saravia argued. 
3 
No theologian at any time, he continued, has denied 
that the sacrament of Christ's body is carnally and visibly (carnatiter 
et visibiZiter) received even by the wicked. This statement, however, 
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cannot be construed as meaning only a manducation of bread and wine, 
since the sacrament consists of bread and body, wine and blood, 
according to Saravia. If one were to receive only the earthly elements, 
one would receive no sacrament, because either the sacrament is received 
whole and perfect, or not at all: Qui tczntum panem recipit, Sacrarmentum 
nulluni recipit; auf enim integrum suscipitur sacramentum, auf nuilum. 
4 
That it is possible for hypocrites5 sacramentally to eat and drink the 
flesh and blood is no more contrary to reason than for the wicked to 
have touched and kissed God when they so acted toward Christ. When He 
was pressed upon by the crowd, no one profited or benefited from the 
touch except the one woman who touched with faith the Lord's garment, 
but they all touched Him. 
6 
Saravia insisted that the two parts of the 
sacrament can no more be separated from each other than the two natures 
of Christ can be dissolved. The whole sacrament, therefore, is 
received by both hypocrites and faithful, such that both visible and 
invisible parts are received. 
7 
Saravia's use of hypocritae and in7p i 
cannot be understood as meaning weak or bad Christians who, nevertheless, 
possess faith, since he explicitly judged the position as false which 
asserted that Christ's body and blood cannot be eaten and drunk 
sacramentally except by those who did so spiritually and by faith. 
8 
Unbelief does not inhibit the reception of the body of Christ; rather, 
it frustrates the effect (effectum) of the sacrament. Those who do not 
discern the Lord's body, eat and drink damnation to themselves. 
9 
Saravia did not accept as legitimate the distinction, made by some 
on the basis of St. Augustine, 
10 
between Panem Dominwn and panem Domini, 
if this distinction was made to prove that the wicked do not receive the 
body as well as the bread: 
"L 
... sed non concedam per 'panem Domini' Augustinum inteZZexisse tantwn panem sacramentaZem sine Corpore 
Domini Judarn accepisse; quum pluribus in Zocis diserte 
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affirmet iZZum cum ceteris ApostoZis edisse Corpus et 
bibisse Sanguinem Domini. Sed illis verbis discrimen 
constituit inter manducationem internam et Spiritualem 
piorum discipuZoiyj et externam et tantwn SacramentaZem 
proditoris Judae. 
Saravia argued that those who denied this position were in the same 
error as the Donatists; there were, he claimed, many Anabaptists who 
/to 
did not believe that the whole sacrament is given /and received by the 
unfaithful (infidelibus). 12 
One pillar of Saravia's assertion that the wicked also receive the 
body of Christ was his distinction between the reception of the 
sacrament (bread and body) and the reception of the "virtue" of the 
sacrament. The sacrament, consisting of visible elements and the 
invisible body and blood, is one thing, he argued; its virtue or 
benefit or grace in the strict sense is another. Confusion arises, 
according to Saravia, because the invisible grace is two-fold, i. e., 
1. the body and blood, and 2. the virtue of the sacrament (Virtus 
sacramenti). Both are signified under an outward visible form and are 
called Res Sacr=enti. The former, however, is the cause of the 
latter. The benefit or grace in the strict sense can be accepted or 
rejected by men, and the whole sacrament (bread and body) can be taken 
without this grace, which responds to the faith of the communicant-13 
The grace or virtue in the strict sense of benefit is received only by 
the faithful, while the grace in the sense of the body of Christ is 
received by both good and wicked: Sacramentalis Gratia cujus pii 
tantum aunt participes, ad ipsos integri Sacramenti susceptionem non 
restringit.... 
14 
Putting it another way, Saravia wrote: 
Sanctitatis vero et Gratiae, quam continent, fides 
participes facit, quo fructu incredulitas manducantem 
et bibentem privat, reumque facit vialati Corporis at 
Sanguinis Christi; sed Sacramenti essentiam non toZZit. 
Sacramentwn, a quocunque sumatur, permanet id quod19st, 
nempe, Res Sacra, constans ex terrena et coeZesti. 
Another pillar of Saravia's teaching on manducatio impiorwn was 
245 
his distinction between sprirtual and sacramental eating. All who 
partake of the eucharist, he asserted, eat and drink the same spiritual 
meat and drink (escam et potum Spiritualem), but only the faithful do 
so salvifically. 
16 
The godly partake both with their mouths and 
spiritually by faith, while the wicked partake only with their mouths 
and without faith. 
17 
This latter group eats the body only corporeally: 
Atque ita veri fideles fide, corporis ore et cordis, Christi Carnem 
SpirituaZiter manducant et Sanguinem bibunt: hypocritae Vero tanturrnnodo 
corporaZiter, corporis ore, Sacramentum. 
18 
It is possible, according to 
Saravia, to eat spiritually and sacramentally the body, i. e., to 
partake of the body and to receive the benefit coming from it. Yet, 
it is also possible spiritually to eat the flesh of Christ apart from 
the sacrament. The words of Jesus recorded in the sixth chapter of St. 
John's Gospel do not refer to the sacramental, but to the spiritual 
eating by faith whereby it is effected that a man dwells in Christ and 
Christ in him. 
19 
A summary of Saravia's distinction between sacramental 
and spiritual eating is found in these words: 
Postremo Sacramenta non tantum habent rationem imaginis, 
sed etiam testimonii et sigilli quae testantur Res divinas 
et coeZestes in terris celebrari, tradi et accipi ab its 
qui Mysteriis initiantur. Unde ego consequens arbitror 
tradi, et percipi ab, hypocritis SacramentaZiter verum 
Corpus et verum Sanguinem Christi. Nihil me movent 
altercationes theoZogorum clarnantium verba Servatoris 
nostri docere contrarium, quando ait, 'Qui edit Carnem 
Meam et bibit Sanguinem Meum habet vitam aeternam. ' IZZis 
enim verbis Zuce cZarius eat Dominum non fuisse Zoquutum 
de SacramentaZi manducatione, sed de ilia quae fit per 
fidem; nisi quis contendat SacramentaZiter non posse Carnem 
Domini manducari et Sanguinem potari nisi ab eo qui etiam 
fide et SpirituaZiter id faciat; quod faZsum est. 
20 
Saravia also taught mcnducato oraZis. The whole sacrament is in 
the mouth of all, good and bad: Idem (inquam) Sacramentum totum nuZZa 
sui parte diminutum, est in ore omnium bonorum et maZorum. . . 
21 
Just as the Israelites bore about. in the flesh the covenant of God, so 
L r; 
3ý. 
l 
ý,, 
Christians hold in their hands the covenant of God and with their 
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mouths receive it into themselves: Quemadrn dum IsraeZitiae in carne 
sua Foedus Dei gerebant, ita Christiani Foedus Dei tenent manibus et 
ore Totum intra se recipiunt. 
22 
Saravia rejected as wholly false the 
teaching that since the body of Christ is spiritual food pertaining to 
the soul, it cannot be eaten with the mouth of the body: 
Si Corpus est Cibus SpirituaZis, ac proinde animi, 
non corporis ore manducari debet, Est enim hoc 
axioma falsissimum, quia ad animum Cibus Me 
SpirituaZis non restringitur, sed ad totum hominem 
Spiritualem qui quamdiu hic vivitur, constat animo 
et corpore. 
ý3 
The grace or fruit of the sacrament, which pertains only to those 
who receive the eucharist with faith, 
24 
also concerns the body. This 
spiritual eating of the sacrament accomplishes something which 
spiritual eating by faith apart from the eucharist does not. Since 
redemption involves man's body as well as his soul, God instituted 
sacraments of a bodily nature so that through them He might introduce 
Himself into the communicant's body and there be glorified and borne 
about: Emit enim Sanguine Suo Dominus non tantum animas nostras sed 
etiam corpora. Propter ilia sunt corporea sacramenta Instituta, ut 
Se Dominus etiam hoc pacto insinuet corporibus nostris, et sic Deum 
glorificemus et porternus in corpore nostro. 
25 
It was a false conclusion, 
according to Saravia, which claimed that the flesh of Christ is 
spiritual food only to the soul; rather it is the spiritual food of 
the whole man, body and soul. It is precisely from the flesh of Christ 
that immortality flows into man's body through the mouth, benefits 
both soul and body; that which bread and wine supply to the natural 
man, the body and blood supply to the body and soul of the Christian 
man. The effects of this spiritual/sacramental eating, just as in 
baptism, include remission of sins, newness of life, increase of 
Christian virtues and the resurrection of body and soul to immortal 
life. 
27 
What the eucharistic body and blood effect in the communicant's 
Fll 
4 
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soul, that they also effect in his body: 
Quod efficit Cibus Potusque CoeZestis in animis 
nostris, Mud ipsum quoque operatur in nostris 
corporibus. SpirituaZis homo qui natus est ex 
Spiritu, totus Cibo Potuque Mo pascitur; at 
iZZe constat corpore et animo; vescitur ergo etiam 
ore corporeo in Sacramento SpirituaZiter Pane suo 
CoeZesti, sicunt et animo. 28 
Saravia explicitly rejected the teaching that the body is not capable 
of receiving spiritual food and drink and that it is no more possible 
for the body spiritually to eat Christ's flesh than it is possible for 
the soul to eat the flesh bodily. To say that sacraments cannot be 
received spiritually in the body or by the mouth of the body is a "new 
theology" (Nova theologia haec est Sacramenta non posse Spiritualiter 
recipi corpore vel corporeo ore. ). 
29 
Spirit and flesh are opposed to 
each other, not body and soul, according to Saravia. Caro refers to 
the whole man corrupted in body and soul; Spiritus refers to the whole 
man regenerated and sanctified in body and soul. 
30 
God wants to fill 
both parts of man's nature with the grace of His divine power, and 
because of man's nature as both a spiritual and earthly being, He 
accomplishes this through sacraments subject to the senses. 
31 
Spiritual 
eating and bodily eating are not opposed to each other, just as 
spiritual food'and bodily food are not, but consist together: Tenendum 
igitur nobis est quod corporea et Spiritualis manducatio non sunt res 
contrariae, sicut etiam non sunt corporeus et Spiritualis Cibus; -simul 
enim consistunt. 
32 
The eucharistic bread which is seen, touched and 
eaten at the altar is bodily food, but is also spiritual food, Saravia 
taught, since that which is given thereby, the body of Christ, is 
something invisibiZis et coeZestis et spiritualis. As man's body, as 
well as his soul, is capable of receiving the grace or benefit of the 
eucharist, the sacrament is composed of a bodily part and a spiritual 
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part. 
33 
Saravia did not accept the argument that the body of Christ is 
efficacious for the communicant's body through the medium of the soul, 
i. e., the benefit of spiritual eating by the soul flowing from there 
into the body, the soul first being gifted with the life and then 
transmitting it to the body. On the contrary, the communicant's body 
becomes a partaker of spiritual and heavenly life by immediate 
consequence (proxime) upon the spiritual eating of the body of Christ 
with the mouth of the body: 
Maculam superioris erroris non abstergunt quando 
aiunt, Beneficium manducationis Spiritualis animi 
manare ad corpus; ac si non proxime a manducata 
Spiritualiter ore corporali Carne Christi, corpora 
nostra Spiritualem et CoeZestem Vitam perciperent; 
sed prior animus Ma donaretur qui postea 1ZZam 
ad corpus transmitteret. Spiritus Sanctus Qui 
fidelium inhibitat corpora, quando corporeo mandu- 
cant et bibunt ore Sacrc'nenta Corporis et Sanguinis 
Domini non est otiosus, ut proxime in iZZis nihiZ 
operetur, et quod corporeo fit ore non fiat etiam 
Spiritualiter in toto corpore. 34 
It should be noted at this point that Saravia employed the term 
"spiritual" in two different ways. On one hand, when he meant an 
eating by faith, he distinguished it from sacramental, corporeal 
eating, without opposition to this eucharistic manducation, as seen 
above. This pertains only to the faithful. On the other hand, he 
used "spiritual" as a way of describing the eucharistic food itself, 
esca et potus spiritualis, 
35 
and the mode or manner of presence, 
exhibition and communication of Christ's body and blood, supernaturalis, 
divina, coeZeste et spiritualis. 
36 
As such, it refers to that which is 
objectively received in the sacrament, regardless of the faith of the 
communicant. 
37 
It is possible, then, according to Saravia, for the 
ungodly to eat with their mouth the spiritual food present and 
communicated in an ineffable, divine and spiritual manner, and yet not 
to receive the virtue or benefit in either soul or body of the body 
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and blood, because they have not eaten spiritually by faith. The 
faithful, on the other hand, eat the spiritual food spiritually in the 
sacrament. 
In his teaching on the communication of the body and blood, 
Saravia stood solidly with the Lutheran position, asserting that all 
receive the whole sacrament, earthly elements and body and blood, 
regardless of faith or disposition, a position which re-echoed the 
38 
Wittenberg Concord, to which Saravia gave his whole-hearted assent. 
While in biblical usage the sign was often taken for the thing 
signified, and vice versa, and while this involved a synechdoche or 
metaphor, this should not be understood so as to permit the earthly 
and heavenly parts to be separated from each other, he argued. The 
bread without the body is no sacrament. Therefore, Saravia concluded 
that the wicked or faithless receive the body as well as the bread. 
Teaching that Judas also received the body at the Last Supper, that 
faith was not the only means of reception, and that there are three 
kinds of eating, Capernaitic, spiritual and sacramental, Saravia 
thereby maintained a position very different from that of the Reformed. 
Calvin, for example, in his commentary on the Gospel of St, John, while 
admitting that the sixth chapter referred to the perpetual eating by 
faith and not to the eucharist directly, had argued that there was 
nothing expressed there which was not figured and actually presented 
to believers in the sacrament; the Supper was a seal of this discourse. 
/can 
This did not mean, however, that the eucharistic body/be received in 
any other way than by faith. Calvin had rejected the "mad idea" that 
Judas received the body of Christ when he was given the outward sign, 
arguing that those who taught any eating of the flesh of Christ 
without faith were ridiculous, since faith alone is the mouth and 
stomach of the soul (quum sofa fides, os (ut ita dicam) animae sit ac 
250 
ventriculus). 
39 
The body of Christ cannot be eaten sacramentally 
realement, without being eaten spiritually, he asserted in the 
Institution. 40 Those devoid of the Spirit cannot eat the flesh of 
Christ. 
41 
On the basis of St. Augustine, Calvin argued that the 
distinction between le pain qui estoit Iesus Christ, which the other 
disciples ate, and Ze pain de Iesus Christ, which Judas ate, excluded 
unbelievers from participation in the body and blood. 
42 
Neither did he 
accept the distinction between receiving the body of Christ and 
receiving its effect or virtue, a distinction made by Saravia. 
43 
For 
Calvin, there was the virtue of the sacrament and there was the visible 
bread and wine, but no invisible eating of the body different from the 
spiritual eating and no three-fold division of manducation. 
44 
Even the thinking of Martin Bucer, the "moderate" sixteenth- 
century theologian appealed to by Saravia several times in De Sacra 
Eucharistica, did not affect Saravia's teaching in any fundamental way. 
Bucer, who had been instrumental in achieving the Wittenberg Concord, 
had later qualified his understanding of it, claiming that it did not 
mean that the ungodly or unbelievers receive the body of Christ. 
Rather, the "unworthy" referred to in the concord are those who 
approach the table still intending to receive the sacraments instituted 
by the Lord. 
45 
Even in a 1536 letter of Bucer to Bishop Edward Fox of 
Hereford, which Saravia included in his treatise, this position was 
rather subtly put forward: 
Jam quia fallere Deus non potest, et actionem 
Ecclesiae Sv ae Sua Institutione nitentem ratam 
habet, quis dubitet omnes eos integrem etiam 
Sacramentum assumere, qui Verbis Domini et 
Institutioni fidem accomodantes, nulloque eo 
pravo sensu pervertentes, sumunt Sacrarmentum: 
etiam Si Corpus et Sanguinem Domini non dijud- 
icantes, reos se interim faciant Corporis et 
Sanguinis Domini, ac inde Cibo hoc Vivifico 
non fruantur ad Vitam ad Quod tarnen iZZis haec 46 
omnia exhibentur. 
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Saravia, however, seems to have been oblivious to the meaning of these 
words of Bucer, at least in terms of affecting his own understanding 
of manducatio impiorum. 
The sixteenth-century Lutherans, however, had taught all the main 
points which Saravia was to incorporate into his De Sacra Eucharistia. 
Luther, whose teaching Saravia approved off as we have already seen, 
distinguished in his 1527 Dass diese Wort Christi between bodily eating 
in the sacrament and spiritual eating. To eat the eucharistic body of 
Christ beneficially , he argued, it was necessary to do so spiritually 
as well as corporeally. 
47 
His Vom Abendmahl- Christi Bekenntnis of the 
following year asserted that Christ's body is given to, and received by) 
both the worthy and the godless, such as Judas. 
48 
Chemnitz, whose 
writings Saravia might have known (supra, p. 142) articulated a three- 
fold eating in %ndamenta Sanae Doctrinae: 1. a proper physical. or 
Capernaitic eating, as is done to bread, 2. an oral or sacramental 
eating of the body which does not take place in a gross way, and 3. a 
spiritual eating which can take place either outside or within the 
celebration of the eucharist, when faith lays hold of the benefits of 
Christ's sacrifice (the eating referred to in John 6). 
49 The 
Konkördienformel, similarly, taught that the body of Christ is 
received in the sacrament regardless of the faith of the communicant 
and that it was also taken by Judas along with the eucharistic bread. 
50 
The confession also distinguished between spiritually eating the body 
of Christ by faith and sacramentally eating the body by the mouth, 
which is done by all who receive the sacramental elements. Without 
the spiritual participation, however, the eucharistic eating is 
pernicious and damning, it taught. 
51 
Moreover, Saravia's affirmation that the communicant's mouth and 
body receive the body of Christ had also been part of the Lutheran 
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sacramental tradition. Luther had described the eucharistic rating as 
ZeibZich. 52 While rejecting a Capernaitic notion by which Christ's 
body would be bitten, chewed and digested like a piece of beef, 
53 
he 
taught that the body is received orally. 
54 
Likewise, Chemnitz had 
argued that those who eat the sacrament, receive and eat with their 
physical mouths not only the bread but at the same time that body 
which was given for the world's redemption. This, however, does not 
take place in the physical way by which ordinary bread is eaten: 
Ita certo & vere fieri non dubitemus, quod 
ipse Filius Dei in verbis Testamenti sui 
affirmat, vescentes scilicet in Coena ore 
corporis sui accipere & manducare non tantum 
panem; sed simuZ etiam corpus iZZud, quod pro 
nobis traditum est, licet hoc non fiat 55 
ratione physica, sicut in manducatione panis. 
Chemnitz emphasized that Christ is united to the communicant not only 
by the Spirit or divinity through faith, but in a bodily and natural 
way : 
Tradunt enim veteres, Christum non tantum 
Spiritu seu divinitate, per fidern; sed per 
participationem iZZarn, quae fit in Coena, 
uniri nobis etiam corporaliter, naturaliter, 
& participatione naturaZi. Haec enim sunt 
ipsorum verba, quae non de modo; sed de ipsa 
natura, seu hstantia corporis Christi 
intelligent. 5 
He asserted that participation in the body and blood takes place not 
only by the works of the soul, arguing that the early Church proved 
the salvation of the flesh by teaching that both body and soul receive 
the body and blood in the eucharist. 
57 This teaching of an immediate 
union of Christ's body with the co=unicant's body was particularly 
close to that put forward by Saravia thirty-five years later. 
58 
The change in thinking which occurred between Saravia's 
participation in the-creation of the 1561 Belgic Confession - which 
denied that. Christ's body is received by the mouth, claimed that Judas 
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received the sacrament but not Christ, and maintained that the means 
of a participating in Christ's body and blood is by the Spirit through 
faith59- and his writing of De Sacra Eueharisti a. in 1605/1606, is major. 
It is a movement from Reformed theology to Lutheran theology. What 
is even more important for our purposes is that he wrote such a 
/to 
Lutheran treatise either oblivious /or unconcerned about how fundament- 
ally at odds it was with the official teaching of the Church of England, 
of which he was a priest, and how distant he was from the sixteenth- 
century Anglican heritage. 
60 
When we look at Bishop Andrewes' teaching concerning eucharistic 
communion, we do not find such a clearly articulated position as we 
did with Saravia. Nonetheless, there is one idea which stands out in 
his teaching as expressed in his sermons - his association of reception 
of the Holy Spirit with reception of Christ's body and blood in the 
eucharist. In the sacrament, he said in his 1592 Sermon in the 
Second Commandment, we are "made to 'drink of the Spirit', and so 
perfected in the highest mystery of this society". 
61 
On the feast of 
Pentecost in 1608, Andrewes taught that Christ had instituted esccon 
spiritualem, which is so called "not so much for that it. is received 
spiritually, as for that being so received it maketh us, together with 
it, to receive the Spirit, even potare Spiritum - it is the Apostle's 
own word". 
62 
Three years later, he expressed the same idea like this: 
"There is 'a spiritual meat', and 'a spiritual drink', saith the 
Apostle; in which kind there is none so apt to procreate the Spirit in 
us as that flesh and blood which was itself conceived and procreated by 
the Spirit .. . ". 
63 
In 1622 on Easter Sunday, he emphasized the 
eucharist as the meeting point for the incarnation, pentecost and the 
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deification of man. The flesh which was given to the Word by man, he 
said, is returned to man together with the Spirit in the sacrament, so 
that man "should be flesh of His flesh, not He of ours as before, but 
we of His now; that we might be vegetate with His Spirit, even with the 
Divine Spirit. For now in Him the Spirits are so united as partake 
one and partake the other withal. " 
64 
Two years laterjon the same 
festival, he again described the relationship between the reception of 
the Spirit and the communication of Christ's eucharistic body. As in 
the natural body the spirit goes with the blood, so in Christ His blood 
and His Spirit always go together, and in the Spirit there is power, 
Andrews argued. 
65 
This blood which is the "vehiculum of the Spirit" is 
received in the eucharist: 
It [the blood] shall be offered you straight in 'The 
Cup of blessing, which we bless in His name. For 'is 
not the Cup of blessing which we bless, the Communion 
of the blood of Christ? ' saith St. Paul. Is there any 
doubt of that? In which blood of Christ is the Spirit 
of Christ. In which Spirit is all spiritual power; 
and namely, this power that frameth us fit to the 
works of the Spirit, which Spirit we are all made there 
to drink of. 46 
This theme of the gift of the Holy Spirit in sacramental 
communion, while certainly not unknown in Protestant thinking, was 
perhaps more strongly emphasized in the Eastern Orthodox tradition. 
The Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysustom, for example, abounds in 
associations of the reception of the eucharistic gifts with the Holy 
Spirit. After the epiclesis, the priest prays, ' YtC ycv6a c&I. Tors 
ucTaX L 6. vouoLv cC of .v týuxft, c &pcc, LV & apTt, C)v, CCC 
ROLVCOvCav TOG 'AyCou oou IIveüUaTos ..., and in the litany 
after the consecration, Thv ev6twta Vic itCatcCoc xat thv 
xOLVGovCav TOG &yLOU IIVE6j1aTOs aCTTj0ÖCj1EVOL. .. . 
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There can 
be no doubt the Andrewes was familiar with, and very fond of, the 
Orthodox Liturgy, as can be seen by his use of material from it in his 
own manual of private devotions. 
70 
Moreover, he possessed a Greek 
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edition of the Liturgies of SS. Chrysostom and Basil in his own 
library. 71 It may be, then, that the Eastern Chrisitan tradition was 
the source of his emphasis on the gift of the Holy Spirit in holy 
communion. 
It is with regard to the question of how one receives the body 
of Christ, which conveys the Spirit, that we find ambivalence in 
Andrewes' teaching. In his 1607 Christmas sermon, he told his 
congregation that the sacrament "doth manifestly represent, it doth 
mystically impart what it representeth the body and blood . There is 
in it even the very institution both a manifestation, and that visibly, 
to set before us this flesh; and a mystical communication to Csic]infeoffe 
us in it or make us partakers of it". 
72 
In 1613, he said that the body 
and blood of Christ are "set before us" in the eucharist and "On earth 
we are never so near Him, nor He us, as then and there", he said else- 
where. Yet, to find Christ in the "Breaking of Bread", the mind must 
be set on Christ and there must be a lifting up of hearts (sursum 
corda), to where Christ is. 
73 
This would suggest that Andrewes under- 
stood faith as being the necessary means for receiving Christ's body 
and blood, in the Reformed 'true' presence sense. Two years later, 
however, he spoke as if the communicant is directly and iraiediately 
joined to Christ's body (Easter sermon): 
But to be Temples is not all, we are farther to be 
TenpZum hoc, 'this Temple'; and this was 'the 
Temple of His Body'. And that are we, if at any 
time, then certainly when as if we were Temples in 
very deed, we prepare to receive, not the Ark of 
His presence, but Himself, that He may come into 
us and be in us; which is at what time we present 
ourselves to receive His blessed Body and Blood; 
that Body and that Blood which for our sakes was 
dissolved, dissolved three days since when it 
suffered for our sins. And this day raised again, 
when it 'rose for our justification'. 
Which when we do, that is, receive this Body 
or this Temple, for TempZum hoc and Hoc est Corpus 
Meum are now come to be one, for both TempZum hoc 
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and corpus hoc are in TempZum corporis Sui; and 
when the temples'tof our body are in this temple, 
and the Temple of His Body in the temples of ours, 
then are there three Temples in one, a Trinity, 
the perfectest number of all, but Templa corporis 
Sui, 'Temples of His Body', and this Scripture 
fulfilled in us. 
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In 1619 he expressed a similar idea when he taught his flock on 
Whitsunday that the communicant takes "into him 'that body, by which 
the oblation whereof we are all sanctified', and that blood 'in which 
we have all remission of sins"'. 
75 
In these passages, Andrewes used 
language which seems to imply a reception of Christ's body by the 
communicant's body, a belief found in the 'real' presence tradition. 
76 
At Easter in 1621, Andrewes gave one of his most complete 
expositions of the nature of eucharistic communion in his explanation 
of how one might reconcile the two statements of Christ, Accipite et 
wnducate and NoZi Me tangere. The latter was directed to St. Mary 
Magdalene, since "she was all for the corporeal presence, for the 
touch with the fingers", a "sensual touching" of Christ. She, like ta: 
the disciples, was addicted to this touching "after the flesh", and 
had to be weaned from it and to learn a new touch, since Christ would 
soon ascend. This new manner of touching was by faith: "Faith will 
elevate itself, that ascending in spirit we shall touch Him and take 
hold of Him". "The flesh, the touching, the eating it profits 
nothing. 'The words He spake, were spirit'; so the touching, the 
eating, to be spiritual". St. Thomas and St. Mary Magdelene, who 
touched Christ on earth, had their part in Him only because'they 
touched Him with faith as well as with their hands; it was found 
better to touch the hem of His garments with faith, than without faith 
to touch any part of His body. 
77 
Here again we find the teaching of 
sixteenth-century Reformed 'true' presence doctrine (held by both 
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Anglicans and Calvinists) that faith is required in order to 
receive Christ's body and blood. 
In this sermon, Andrewes implicitly denied any corporeal, or 
"touching with the fingers", eating of the flesh of Christ. His main 
point, however, concerned not so much the means of reception, but 
rather, the fruitful eating of the body of Christ: 
Do but ask the Church of Rome: Even with them it is 
not the bodily touch in the Sacrament, that doth the 
good. Wicked men, very reprobates, have that touch, 
and remain reprobates as before. Nay, I will go 
farther; it is not that that toucheth Christ at all. 
Example 'the multitude that thronged and thrust Him'; 
yet for all that, as if none of them all had touched 
Him,. He asks Quis Me tetigit? So that one may rudely 
thrust Him, and yet not touch Him though, not to any 
purpose so. 
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Notice here that the wicked man who does not touch Christ in the 
sacrament is compared to the crowd which, while physically thrusting, 
and consequently, touching Christ, does not touch Him "to any purpose". 
Andrewes was using the word "touch" to mean a beneficial connection 
with, or communication of', Christ. Yet, Andrewes expressly 
acknowleged having gone "farther" than the Roman teaching. This would 
seem to imply that he did not accept any eating of Christ's flesh 
without faith. This would fit well with his statememt that to some 
people who come to Christ with faith and repentence, He "offers His 
hand", but to others He says, "Don't touch Me": 
It is the case of the Sacrament right. There is place 
in the taking it, for noZi me tangere; so is there for 
affer manum; To them that with St. Thomas, in a feeling 
of the defect of their faith, or of any other spiritual 
grace, case themselves and cry, 'My Lord, and my God', 
affer manum to them;. I set them free, I give them a 
discharge from this noZi Me tangere. But for them that 
are but at 'Rabboni', and scarce so far, bold guests 
with Him; base in conceit, and homely in behaviour; 
to them, and to the properly, belongs this noli Me tangere, 
more properly than ever it did [Mary Magdelene]. And so 
that point reconciled. Thus far for St. Chrysostom, 
and his taking. 
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Two years later, in 1623, Andrewes argued that reception of Christ's 
eucharistic body is the means of the resurrection of the communicant's 
body: 
And as they [the eucharistic mysteries] are a means 
for the raising of our soul out of the soil of sin - 
for they are given us, and we take them expressly for 
the remission of sins - so are they no less a means 
also, for the raising our bodies out of the dust of 
death. The sign of that body which was thus 'in the 
hearth of the earth', to bring us from thence at the 
last. Our Saviour saith it totidern verbis, 'Whoso 
eateth My flesh and drinketh My Blood, I will raise 
him up at the last day - raise him, whether He hath 
raised Himself. Not to life only, but to life and 
glory, and both without end. 
80 
Similarly, his Preces Privatae taught that eucharistic communion is 
for the healing of both body and soul (salutem animae et corporis), an 
idea also found in the Orthodox Liturgy. 
81 
Andrewes' sermons and devotions, then, provide us with a some- 
what ambivalent picture of the nature of eucharistic communion. The 
bishop utilized ideas, it would seem, from both the Reformed 'true' 
presence tradition and the 'real' presence tradition, one emphasizing 
faith as the medium for reception of Christ's body, the other 
emphasizing an immediate and direct conjunction between the 
communicant's body and Christ's body. 
In his polemical battle against Cardinal du Perron in 1629, 
however, Andrewes defended the former teaching instead of the latter, 
arguing that the sacramental eating of Christ's body was to be 
"spiritually" understood: 
Wherein yet, lest any might mistake it with the 
Cardinal, with a wrong Croyoit, come contenant 
Ze vray et propre corps de Christ, Saint Augustine 
presently is careful to warn his auditors, that 
the word manducat there is to be spiritually 
understood, and he bringeth in Christ thus speaking; 
Non hoc corpus, quod videtis, manducaturi estis, 
et bibituri Mum sanguinem, quem fusuri sunt, cum 
me crucifigent. Sacramentum aZiquod vobis commendavi; 
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spiritualiter intellectum vivificavit vos. Etsi 
necesse est iZZud visibiZiter celebrari, opportet 
tarnen invisibiliter inteZZigi. Which show that 
Saint Augustine was not of8ýhe Cardinal's Croyoit 
touching of the Sacrament. 
To appreciate the significance of Andrewes' phrase "spiritually 
understood", one must keep in mind that it was pitted against 
Cardinal du Perron's teaching which also utilized the adjective 
"spiritueZlernent". Perron, however, insisted that this did not 
exclude the corporeal reception of Christ's body by the communicant's 
body or the corporeal union of the communicant's body with Christ's 
body. 
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The doctrine of the Fathers, he insisted, was that eucharistic 
communion with Christ's flesh is not a mental manducation by faith, 
but a 'true' and 'real' manducation which is oral and corporeal: 
... nest-il pas clair, que la manducation, 
dont 
Zes Peres disent qu'en Z'Eucharistie nous mangeons 
le corps de Christ, nest pas une simple manducation 
mentale, & par foy, mais est une vraye & reele 84 
manducation, & quelle est oraZZe & corporeZZe ... 
Andrewes, then, was asserting the Reformed 'true' presence 
understanding of "spiritual" eating by faith over against that of Rome. 
This was in accord with that strand of thinking found in his sermons 
which describescommunion with Christ as a "lifting up of hearts" to 
heaven and "ascending in spirit" - ideas which re-echo the thinking of 
sixteenth-century divines, such as Cranmer, Calvin and Jewel, and 
which, as Gordon E. Pruett has pointed out, form a central conceptual- 
ization of the mode of reception in Reformed thought and unite the two 
aspects of faith and participation in Christ. 
85 
Andrewes was a faith- 
ful son of the Church of England, therefore, and loyal to her official 
doctrine (supra, pp, 45-6)and the sixteenth-century heritage which he 
had received - at least when he felt pressed to defend her orthodoxy 
against Roman claims. 
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In Cosin's first series of notes in the Prayer Book (made 
between 1619 and 1638), there is evidence to suggest that his early 
thinking, like that of Saravia before him and like some ideas found 
in Andrewes' Sermons, was moving away from official Anglican doctrine. 
In a note in which he castigated Calvinism for "licentious blasphemy", 
he stated that after the consecration, the body and blood are really 
and substantially present, exhibited and given "to all that receive it; 
and all this not after a physical and sensual, but after a heavenly 
and invisible, and incomprehensible manner". 
86 The phrase, "to all that 
receive it" is either very imprecise language or is indicative of 
belief in manducatio impiorum. Given the anti-Calvinistic context of 
this passage, it would seem that the latter option is not impossible. 
Cosin also discussed the Prayer Book phrase, "And be also heirs 
through hope", by connecting reception of the eucharistic elements 
with the resurrection: "So the ancient fathers were wont to prove the 
article of our resurrection by the nature of this very sacrament". 
He argued that if men would take seriously the sacrament's character 
as pharmacum 6L&avaoLcL) medicamentum immortaZitatis, et antidotum 
tOO IITI 8avEiv, "we should not have them set so slightly by the 
blessed Sacrament, as they do". 
87 
This passage, while not unambiguous 
as to its implications, can easily be taken to mean that there is an 
inmiediate connection between the eucharistic body of Christ and the 
communicant's body -a conmunicatio oralis. While it is not possible 
tha Saravia's treatise influenced him in this direction, since it was 
not published until the nineteenth century, some of the ideas found in 
Andrewes' sermons, which were published in 1629, may well have done so. 
There is evidence which suggests that Cosin did indeed accept the 
teaching of a bodily reception of Christ's flesh and blood, and that 
he was, moreover, directly influenced in this regard by Roman Catholic 
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theology. In his notes on the Catechism in this first series, he 
appealed to the Jesuit Maldonatus: 
Maldonate, de Sacr., p. 143, after a long examination 
of the matter, concludes thus at last with us all, 
so the words be not taken exclusive, as the puritans 
will take them, Corpus Christi sumitur a nobis 
sacramentaZiter, spirituaZiter, et realiter, sed non 
corporaliter; and so I have8beard my Lord overall 
preach it an hundred times. 
Maldonatus taught (Cosin understood his teaching as agreeing "at least 
with us all") that to affirm a sacramental, spiritual and real eating 
of Christ's body is not opposed to its reception by the communicant's 
body. When the word spiritualiter is understood in the exclusive 
sense, as meaning reception only by the soul of the communicant, then 
it is understood wrongly. (One must keep in mind that this treatise 
was written directly against the Calvinists, whom Cosin, as we see in 
the above passage, identified as the Puritans in England! ) The mode 
of Christ in the sacrament is not corporate, Maldonatus argued, 
because He is not present according to the condition or manner of a 
body, but according to the manner of a spirit, being wholly present 
in each part of the sacramental elements, not occupying space. 
89 
Nonetheless, Christ's body is eaten not only symbolically, or by faith, 
or by animo & Spiritu, but also by the mouth of the body-90 If Cosin 
understood and accepted this teaching of Maldonatus, which he certainly 
seems to have done, then, at some stage in his early years he had moved 
out of the orbit of inherited Reformed 'true' presence thinking into 
that of Roman sacramental theology. 
This is not to suggest that such a movement was complete or 
absolutely consistent. A eucharistic hymn found in his 1627 Private 
Devotions, explicitly stated that faith is the means of receiving 
Christ in the sacrament: 
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Christians are by Faith assured 
That by Faith Christ is received 
Flesh and bloud most precious. 
What no duller sense conceiveth 
Firme and grounded Faith beleevgth; 
In strange effects not curious. 
Cosin had altered this hymn taken from St. Thomas Aquinas, adapting 
the second, fifth and sixth verses of the Corpus Christi hymn, Lauda 
Sion Salvatorem. He substituted the first three lines of the above 
verse for the original, Dogma datum Christianis, f quod in carnem 
transit panis/ et vinum in sanguinem. 
92 Here, then, in the "high 
church" days of Cosin, one sees a deliberate and conscious effort on 
his part to make a medieval hymn conform to "the doctrine expressed 
in the 28th and 29th Articles of the Church of England", as Stanwood 
puts it, 
93 
and to that of the Reformed 'true' presence theology. 
By the time that Cosin wrote his tract on transubstantiation in 
1647, denials of mcznducatio oxalis and manducatio timpiorum were deeply 
embedded in his thinking. To say that the bread is the instrument 
for exhibiting the body94 does not eliminate the "cleere distinction 
between the Sacremental Bread carnally and visibly eaten, and the 
Body of Christ spiritually and invisibly received; and that some men 
eate the one, who doe not receive the other". 
95 The wicked heretics 
do not receive the body of Christ, Cosin argued. 
96 
Moreover, he 
explicitly taught that the outward part of the eucharist is received 
by the communicant's body while the inward part is received by the 
soul: 
I believe that this doctrine of the ancient 
Church, and the doctrine of Transubstantiation 
will never stand together. And though divers 
endeavours have bin made to reconcile them, 
yet it will not be; for Origen doth here [35 
Tract. on St. Matthew] expressly distinguish 
the True and Immortal Body of Christ from His 
typicall and symbolicall Body, making the holy 
Sacrament to consist of them both; the one 
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material, and the other spirituall: the 
materiall, and the other spirituall: the 
material part belonging to the belly, and 97 the spiritual part to the soule. 
In the Historia Transubstantiationis Papalis, Cosin expanded the 
position he set forward in the 1647 tract. Commenting on the 
liturgical epiclesis in the Liturgy of St. Basil (in the Durham Book 
he suggested a similar one as part of his proposed revision of the 
Prayer Book 
98)yhe 
stated that the element becomes the vivifying body, 
Corpus VZVificum, to those who believe, credentibus, but to those who 
do not receive or who do not believe, it may be the antitype, but it 
is not and does not become the body of Christ, since without faith 
Christ is never eaten (tarnen ill-is nequaquam est nec fit Corpus 
Christi. Nemo enim absque fide Christum manducat). 
99 
He cited the 
declaration made by the French Churches to the Lutherans at Worms in 
which it was affirmed that body and blood are offered to all, both 
good and bad, 
100 
(an affirmation made by Calvin as well 
101), but his 
teaching that the body and blood are given when the bread and wine are 
received102 was conditioned by his assertion that the bread is made 
sacramental when broken and eaten103 by the faithful. 
104 
In one 
passage, Cosin attempted to show that it is not faith which causes 
the presence, but which apprehends (apprehendit) it as effected by the 
word of Christ. Moreover, he argued that the faith by which one is 
said to eat the body of Christ is not only that faith which believes 
Christ to have died for the sins of the world (this faith, he laid, 
was required and preceded sacramental manducation), but that which 
believes the words of Christ, "This is my body". This, Cosin claimed, 
was St. Augustine's meaning when he wrote, Quid paras dentem et 
ventrem? crede, et manducasti. 
105 
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It is by the power of the Holy Spirit, he asserted, that one is 
enabled to receive the substance of Christ's body and blood as much as 
if one were to eat and drink them visibly: In hac enim mystica 
manducatione, per adnrirabiZem Spiritu S. virtutem, invisibiZiter 
substantiae Corporis et Sanguis Christi communicamus, hau secus ac si 
visibiliter Carnem et Sanguinem Ejus ederemus et biberemus. 
106 
This 
emphasis on the role of faith and the Spirit was one deeply embedded 
in the 'true' presence tradition, as we saw in the first chapter 
(supra, pp. 27-52). Calvin, moroeover, in his 1561 DiZucida Explicatia, 
which Cosin had in his own library107 had linked the Spirit with 
participation in the substance of Christ, teaching that by the 
incomprehensible agency of the Holy Spirit spiritual life is infused 
into the communicant from the substance of Christ's flesh, and that 
one substantially feeds on the flesh and blood of Christ: 
Atqui plus centies occurrit in scriptis meis, 
adeo me non reZicere substantiae nomen, ut 
ingenue et libenter profitear spiritualem 
vitam inconprehensibili spiritus virtute ex 
carnis Christi substantia in nos diffundi. 
Ubique etiam admitto, substantiaZiter nos 
pasci Christi carne et sanguine ... . 
108 
The body of Christ, Cosin taught, is neither turned into the 
commununicant's flesh nor does it nourish his flesh (neque enim Caro 
Christi carnem nostram alit, nec in eam mutatur); rather, it feeds 
the soul to eternal life (Caro autem Christi animas nostras nutrit 
in vitam aeternam). 
l09 
There is no corporeal eating of His body and 
no corporeal union with Christ: 
... in hoc tantum a pontificiis dissidentes, 
quod iZZi manducationem hanc et conjunctionem 
corporaliter fieri credant, nos non naturaZi 
aliqua ratione, auf modo corporaZi, sed tarnen 
tam vere, quarr si naturaZiter auf corporaZiter 
Christo conjungeremur. 110 
The body and blood are offered to the minds (mentes) of'the faithful 
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communicants, such that they might fully enjoy (perfruantur) Christ 
lll 
as truly and as certainly as the visible signs are seen and received. 
That Christ should give His body to be received by the mouth and ground 
with the teeth by the wicked, infidels, and even animals is to be 
utterly denied. 
112 
The spiritual eating of Christ's flesh (which is 
the flesh of Christ as it was crucified and given for the world's 
redemption) occurs by the souls of the faithful, not by their stomachs, 
Cosin asserted. 
113 
While denying that the flesh of the communicant is immediately 
fed by the natural flesh of Christ, Cosin acknowledged that in some 
sense the body is affected and involved, by virtue of the reception 
by the faithful of the heavenly and spiritual gifts through the means 
of the earthly (quae mediantibus terrenis). Our bodies, he said, are 
fitted for resurrection and immortal glory. 
114 
Here he seems to be 
suggesting something similar to Calvin's teaching that the body is 
affected by eucharistic communion, not immediately, but indirectly 
through the soul's participation in Christ. 
115 
Cosin's denials of manducatic oraZis and manducatio impiorwn 
and his affirmation that it is the soul or mind which receives Christ's 
flesh and blood are ideas which were part and parcel of the 'true' 
presence doctrine developed in the sixteenth-century and shared by the 
English and continental Reformed divines. In his Historia Transub- 
stantiationis PapaZis, Cosin showed his awareness of the affinity 
between his teaching and this earlier heritage, by, for example, 
applauding the correctness of Calvin's doctrine, as we have already 
seen (supra, p. 128)116 and by his lengthy and positive quotations 
from the English Prayer Book, the 1604 Catechism, various sixteenth- 
.0 
century divines, and continental Reformed Confessions. 
117 
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There are, however, some passages even in this most thorough- 
going Reformed document which refle=t a not altogether consistent 
position. Cosin denied, for example, that he believed participation 
in Christ to be effected only by faith: Male enim a muZtis Romanen- 
sibus nobis objicitur, quasi crederemus hanc Christi praesentiam et 
communicationem in sacramento per nudam fidem tantum effici. 
118 
One 
can only wish that Cosin had spelled out more clearly how participation 
could be effected, if not by faith and yet not by the mouth. In 
another passage, he argued that there is a conjunction of both soul and 
body with Christ, occurring through the sacramental eating, which is 
not corporeal. This occurs in some other incomprehensible way, known 
to God alone, which is called spiritualis. 
119 These ideas may well 
have their immediate source in the teaching of Archbishop de Dominis, 
whom Co sin earlier in his treatise had described as a vir in S. 
Scripturis et antzquorum patrum monumentis versatissirmus, 
120 
and who 
influenced Forbes in this regard, as we shall later see (see, pp. 270 ff. ), 
Forbes' Considerationes Modestae could not have been the mediating 
source since it was not published until 1658, after the writing of Cosin's 
treatise. With these ideas, Cosin returned to that "high-church" Cul 
121 de sac and refuge of a mysterium tremendum, to use Dugmore's terms, 
yet in a direction which suggests that he wanted to say more than his 
otherwise Reformed thinking demanded. The general tone of his 
understanding of eucharistic communion in 1656 and afterwards, 
nevertheless, was decidedly Reformed. 
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Returning to the 1620's and to Montague's teaching on eucharistic 
communion, we find another Caroline churchman deeply indebted to the 
heritage he had received. In a mysterious and unknown manner the 
body and blood of Christ are received; he taught in A. New Gagg for an 
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Old Goose: "Sir, we acknowledge right willingly, and professed, 
that in the blessed Sacrament (as you call it, of the Altar) the 
Body and Bloud of our Saviour Christ is really participated & 
communicate;. ... "123 And again, "He gave substance, and really 
subsisting essence, who said, This is nV body: this is my bloud. "124 
Montague argued that the words of institution did not say "This is my 
body corporally; eaten orally; there carnally; conceived of grossely"125 
These words of his could possibly be interpreted as meaning only that 
he would not positively commit himself to an oral manducation of 
Christ's corporeal flesh. This, however, would be saying too little 
since in several passages, Montague expanded his understanding of the 
nature of eucharistic communion. What the sacraments "intimate, 
signifie, and represent", he said, this "they conveigh unto the 
soule". 
126 
The sacraments are "Visible signs of invisible Grace; 
Powerful instruments ordained by God, to work in our Soules eternall 
127 life, by conveighing the means thereof unto them". 
The sacramental eating of Christ's body, Montague taught, is to 
be understood "spiritually", not "carnally". Arguing that one 
passage of Scripture connot be "contraried" by another, he applied 
this principle to two statements: 1. this is my body, and 2. the 
flesh profiteth nothing (John 6: 63). The latter text, he claimed, 
is "as plaine a text against carnall eating of Christ's flesh as can 
be". 128 Christ's disciples, having heard the discourse on eating His 
flesh and drinking His blood, had supposed that to do so would mean 
that they would eat the body "as they did the Fishes, or used to eate 
the Paschall Lambe". Christ, therefore, explained to them that His 
discourse was "Sacramentall: not carnally but spiritually to be 
understood". 
129 
What this meant according to Montague is'that eating 
Christ's body and drinking His blood are not to be identified with 
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any natural manducation: 
And to dispute, how can he give us his flesh 
to eate? All these were carnall thoughts: 
which must be mystically and spiritually 
understood. The words that I speake unto you, 
are spirit and life; that is, are divine and 
spiritual, having nothing carnall, not any 
inference or consequence naturall: But are 
freed from all such necessity as this, 
surpassing legal tyes and conditions below; 
conteining another sense and meaning, then 
is literally set downe. 
130 
In order to avoid absurdity and impiety with regard to the words, "The 
flesh profiteth nothing", one must acknowledge, he argued, 1. that 
this is a reference to Christ's flesh, 2. that His flesh is indeed 
life and life-giving, and 3. that the axiom does not stand against 
"This is my body", but against, "This is my body by this means", i. e., 
transubstantiation. 131 The text, "The flesh profiteth nothing" became 
for Montague the means for limiting and determining the interpretation 
of the institution narrative. 
The following year in his AppeZZo Caesar em Montague quoted 
Calvin via Morton, as having taught that Christ's body is truly in 
the sacrament with respect to the souls of the faithful (supra, p. 98). 
He also appealed to the passage from the "incomparable HOOKER, that 
Pur'itczniomastix" which states that the only really important issue is 
whether there is a true participation of Christ and of life in His 
body and blood by means of the sacrament, and that the soul of man 
is the receptacle of Christ's presence (supra, p. 97 ). There is no 
indication that Montague understood the body of Christ to be received 
into the communicant's body through the mouth. 
While he did not give a clear and precise definition of what he 
meant by "sacramental", "spiritual" and "mystical", Montague's meaning 
can be discovered from three passages. Firstly, his discussion of the 
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relationship between the two biblical texts (above) was prefaced by 
the joining together of several phrases: "This is my body corporally; 
eaten orally; there carnally; conceived of grossely". Given his 
repudiation of a "carnal" understanding of the presence, it is evident 
that he also rejected the reception of the-corporeal flesh with the 
mouth. Secondly, he explicitly stated that transubstantiation is a 
carnal intepretation of that which "was spoken and intended spiritually 
onely". 
132 
Thirdly, in AppeZZo Caesarem he openly subscribed to article 
XXVIII of the Thirty Nine Articles of Religion (he appealed to the 
Articles against both Puritan and Roman opponents133), which, as we 
/stated 
have already seen (supra, p. 45)/that Christ's body is given, taken 
and eaten only after a heavenly and spiritual manner, by faith. There 
can be little doubt that Montague's understanding of the communication 
of Christ's body and blood was essentially Reformed, i. e., a reception 
of the flesh and blood into the communicant's soul by faith through the 
instrumentality of the earthly elements of bread and wine. 
He left unraised the question of manducatio indignorum, but 
given the rest of his theology of eucharistic presence, his response 
to this question could hardly have been in the affirmative. Moreover, 
he taught in AppeZZo Caesarem that the English Church had "made knowne 
her minde in her publicke, promulgated authorized ARTICLES and 
COMMUNION BOOK", to which he explicitly subscribed. 
134 
Article XXIX, 
containing the heading, "Of the wicked which do not eate the body of 
Christe in the use of the Lordes Supper", stated that the wicked and 
those who do not have a "livelye fayth" are not made "partakers of 
Christ" although they eat the sacrament of His body and blood. 
135 
Several years later in Scotland, William Forbes set out an 
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understanding of eucharistic communion in his Considerationes Modestae, 
(written during the 1630's, but, as already mentioned, not published 
until 1658), which was not so straightforward as that of Montague. 
There are, he argued, two incorrect ways of understanding the term 
"spiritual" as a description of the manner of Christ's presence and 
communication in the sacrament. First, there is the interpretation 
given by some Protestants, who explain the word as meaning that the 
communicant receives into him the body of Christ by understanding 
alone and by bare faith (nos solo intellectu ac pura fide recipere in 
nos corpus Christi). 
136 
Many Protestants wrongly teach, he asserted, 
that the presence and communication of Christ's body and blood are 
effected by faith (per fidem effici) because faith, resting on the 
word of God, makes things which were promised to be present (fides 
verbo Dei nitens, res facit praesentes quae promittuntur). 
137 This, 
ostensibly, is a reference to some of the Puritans. William Perkins, 
for example, in his 1597 A Reformed Catholike had written: "Therefore 
it is faith alone, that makes Christ crucified to be present unto us 
in the sacrament". 
138 
Against such a teaching Forbes argued that the 
eucharistic presence and communion, founded upon Christ's word of 
promise, are not caused by the communicant's faith. 
139 
It is wrong to teach, Forbes maintained, that Christians eat the 
body of Christ in the eucharist in no other way than did the Old 
Testament Fathers, who believed in Christ before the incarnation3 
they spiritually ate Christ's flesh figured in the manna and in other 
rites. Nevertheless, the Catholic Church has always believed that 
there is a communication of Christ in the eucharist by which Christians 
are incorporated into Christ in a far higher and more solid way than 
the ancient believers before the incarnation who ate His flesh only 
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spiritually or by faith alone: 
Sed nihilominus per communicationem carnis 
Christi in Eucharistia, muZto altius et 
solidus nos Christianos incorporari Christo 
quarr priscos fideles, qui Christi incarnationem 
praecesserant, qui spiritualiter tantum, sive 
per soZarn fidem, carnem Christi manducabant, 
credidit semper EccZesia Catholiea. 140 
Appealing to the words of the Archbishop of Spalatro, he distinguished 
the body of Christ spiritually taken in the old Testament by faith in 
hope, but not in reality (non tamen in re ipsa sumebatur sed in spe), 
from the eucharistic bread which exhibits the very real body of Christ 
"in reality", not only in hope (At Vero panis noster, exhibet ipsum 
Christi corpus reale in reipsa, et non in spe tantum). 
141 
Forbes 
concluded from this teaching of the Archbishop that the paschal lamb, 
manna, rock, etc. were types and figures of the eucharist, because 
what they merely signified and figured typically (quod ilia typice 
significabant et figurabant), the sacrament exhibits in the very fact 
(re ipsa etiam exhibet). 
142 
In emphasizing the difference between the 
Old Testament and New Testament manducations of Christ's body, Forbes 
was going against an idea deeply embedded in the Reformed 'true' 
presence tradition, as evidenced, for example, by the writings of 
Hooper, Cranmer, Calvin and Perkins, which affirmed the essential 
identity of the two. 
143 
The second incorrect way of understanding the term "spiritual", 
according to Forbes, is to interpret it as meaning that the body of 
Christ is in the sacrament in no other way then it is in the preached 
word or in baptism. Certainly, he argued, the word, baptism and other 
sacraments exhibit Christ and His benefits, yet it is also certain 
that by the "mystical eating and drinking" of Christ's body and blood 
in the eucharist, the communicant is more sublimely and augustly, or 
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closely and nearly united and incorporated with the body and blood of 
Christ than through these other means. 
144 
Here again, forbes' ideas 
differed from those of earlier exponents of the 'true' presence 
doctrine. Ridley, for example, had written that the body of Christ 
is not "received in the supper only, but also at other times, by 
hearing the Gospel, and by faith". 
145 
Calvin, similarly, had argued 
that one has ROL VWV COL with Christ no less through the Gospel than 
by the eucharist, 
146 
and that God gives no more by visible signs than 
by the Gospel. 
147 
If the reception of Christ's eucharistic body was for Forbes not 
by faith alone, neither was it by the mouth (non quidem corporali, et 
per oralem sumptionem). 
148 
In order to understand how; he conceived of 
communion in Christ's body in a positive way, it is necessary to refer 
to several ideas of the Archbishop of Spalatro which Forbes included 
in the exposition of his own position. One of these is that apart 
from faith, which is necessary and which unites one to the flesh of 
Christ, the object of faith, there is also a spiritual conjunction of 
the true and real flesh of Christ with the communicant's soul and 
body (ponimus conjuctionem quandam spiritualem vere et realis carnis 
Christi cum anima et corpore etiam nostro). This is called a sacra- 
mental conjunction because it is accomplished through eating. 
Secondly, this occurs while the bread is being eaten, simultaneously 
along with it (simul cum pane), in a way known to God alone. It was 
not a corporeal way, but one which is called "spiritual" because it is 
certain that it cannot be corporeal (quarr spiritualem vocamus, quia 
certum est, non posse esse corporalem); the Fathers confessed it as 
ineffabilem, inexplicabitem, inexquisitcon. One should be content to 
believe it by faith. Thirdly, this union is real, sacramental, and in 
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its manner very different from the mere union by faith (En haec unio 
realis, sacramentalis, in modo longe diversa a sola unione fidei). 
The true body of Christ is exhibited and received in the communicant's 
very body (carpore ipso nostro nos verum Christi corpus recipere, non 
sofa et pura fide per intellectum soZum). Fourthly, this not 
accomplished by means of the mouth, but in a way miracuZoso atque 
abdito. In the very eating and digesting of the bread and wine, 
Christ's body is communicated to the communicant's body (quo in 
comestione ipsa et concoctione panis et vini verum Christi corpus 
nostro etiam corpori communicetur). The manner by which this is 
accomplished is not revealed even to faith. Fifthly, if "corporeal" 
implies that the material body of Christ itself (corpus ipsum Christi 
materiale) passes through the mouth into the stomach, the term has to 
be rejected, since this would be an attempted definition of the manner 
which is known to God alone. If, on the other hand, "corporeal" 
means that the worthy communicant receives the verum Corpus not only 
with the intellect and spirit (non solo intellectu et spiritu), but 
also with his body, yet not through the mouth and stomach, this sense 
is to be admitted. In this case, "corporeal" is not opposed to 
"spiritual". 
149 
Thus far the Archbishop of Spalatro developed his 
teaching, with which Forbes identified in his attempt to explicate 
the meaning of "spiritual" against both Romanists and "many 
Protestants". 
150 
Forbes' teaching on eucharistic communion contained two other 
significant ideas. First, it is through the power of the Holy Spirit, 
he claimed, that one is enabled to communicate invisibly in the 
substance of Christ's body, no less than if one visibly were to eat 
His flesh: In Coena enim per admirabiZem virtutem Spiritus Sancti, 
invisibiliter substantiae corporis ret Sanguinis] Christi comrunicamus, 
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cujus participes efficimur, haud secus ac si visibiZiter carnem et 
sanguinem ejus ederemus et biberemus. 
151 This idea was, as we have 
already seen, an important element in Reformed thinking (supra, p. 27 ff. ). 
Secondly, faith is the presupposition and prerequisite for sacramental 
manducation. Faith is what obtains the effect of the sacrament, 
152 
but more than this, it is only to the good and believing that the body 
of Christ is exhibited (sed re ipsa etiam exhibet, sed bonis et 
fidelibus tantum). 153 The faith by which, properly speaking, the body 
of Christ is eaten spiritually in the eucharist is not that which 
believes that Christ was crucified and died for the sins of the world 
(this faith, however, is requisite and presupposed). Rather, the 
specific eucharistic faith is to believe that Christ is present in 
the sacrament with His life-giving flesh and to desire to receive it. 
According to Forbes, this is what it means to eat spiritually and 
rightly the body of Christ in the eucharist. 
154 
While the above teaching is Forbes' positive exposition of 
eucharistic communion, it must be pointed out that his attitude toward 
Roman and Lutheran teaching on manducatio oralis and manducatio 
impiorum was very lenient. Without polemics, he referred his readers 
to muftis Protestantibus aZliisque viris moderatis, who in their 
writings had dealt not only with the oral/corporeal manducation of 
Christ's body, but who had also written against the indignorum seu 
irnpiorum manducationem. 
155 
Yet, he argued, many Romans and Lutherans 
had written soberly and moderately about the oral manducation of 
Christ's body, teaching that when it is received and taken in the 
sacrament, it is not broken or ground with the teeth, because in the 
eucharist it cannot be touched, but is immortal and indivisible, ... 
. 'non dentibus atteri' seu frangi existimant modestiores orrmes, contra 
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allos qui crassissime hac de re loquuntur, quia 'Christi Caro in hoc 
Sacramento tangi nequit, estque immortalis et impartibilis'. 
156 Christ 
cannot be burned in the sacrament or gnawed by animals, Forbes 
asserted; although some Romans had written crassly on the subject, he 
would not have the Romans and Lutherans who had written soberly and 
modestly on the oral manducation even by the indignorum condemned as 
Capernaitas, carnivoros, Christicidas and aCuazond-ras , 
157 At this 
point, Forbes was acting as "ecumenist", encouraging a tolerant 
attitude toward Roman and Lutheran eucharistic teaching. 
In Forbes' doctrine of Christ's presence on the sacrament, then, 
one finds two strands of thinking intertwined with each other. On 
the one hand, he stood in the Reformed 'true' presence tradition, 
affirming that faith is necessary to receive Christ's body in the 
sacrament and, consequently, denying that the unbelieving receive it 
and that it is received orally. Yet, he emphasized the difference 
between Christ as communicated in that the body is given not only to 
faith or the intellect or the spirit, but is also given to man's body 
in an incomprehensible way. These ideas have far more in common with 
the understanding of eucharistic communion as found in Lutheran, Roman 
/76). 
and Orthodox theology (see p.. 302, ft. nt. /One senses that Forbes 
regarded the Reformed heritage as saying too little, but did not know 
exactly how to express in a positive manner what else to affirm. The 
immediate source of many of his ideas was de Dominis, but the 
ambivalence in his thinking is not unlike that found in Andrewes' 
writings, which may also have influenced Forbes, having been published 
prior to the writing of his treatise. With one foot still in the ' 
'true' presence tradition, Forbes carefully, and only partially, moved 
toward the 'real' presence teaching. This would, in fact, explain his 
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t 
ecumenical defence of Romans and Lutherans. 
In the early years of William Laud, there is one piece of 
evidence to suggest that his thinking also was not entirely in accord 
with the received Anglican tradition. In comments made on a copy of 
Bellarmine's 1596 Disputationes sometime between 1608 and 1621, he 
expressed himself in such a way as to suggest that the unworthy 
receive the body of Christ. Bellarmine asserted contra the Calvinists 
that the apostle taught that the unworthy communicants sin because 
they receive improperly, not because they do not receive the body of 
Christ; the guilt lies in their reception of the body, not in lack of 
reception. 
158 
Against this, Laud argued that the Calvinists also 
placed the guilt in reception. Their position, he claimed, is that 
the unworthy do not receive truly, not that they do not receive at 
all. In the writings of St. Augustine, to eat truly is to eat usefully: 
Sed et iZZi (quantum adhuc video) ponunt crimen 
in ipsa sumptione, non in omissione sumptionis. 
Verba sunt, quod non recipiunt vere: non quod 
non omnino recipiunt. Et apud S. Aug. saepe, 
vere comedere, et utiliter comedere, idem sunt. 
Infra Respondo apud, &c. Et Calvin. L. 4-c-17. 
34 negat vaZere externam receptionem. Quis 
unquam dixit vaZere? 159 
It is unclear in these comments what exactly Laud understood the 
unworthy communicant to be receiving. It is certain, however, that 
he wished to deny that they participated in the body of Christ 
efficaciously. Moreover, his words, non quod non onmino recipiunt, 
seem to suggest that they receive not only the bread, but that thing, 
the unworthy reception of which would bring guilt, i. e., the body. 
His use of Calvin at this point was very careful, emphasizing the non- 
efficaciousness of merely external reception, but the section from the 
Institution referred to, contains Calvin's affirmation that the wicked 
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receive the visible sign, but not the body of Christ. 
160 
Laud's 
comments ignore this altigether. Similarly, when Bellarmine asserted 
that Calvin denied the impious to be capable of truly eating the body 
of Christ, except solum sacramento tenus, 
161 
Laud responded by 
claiming that Calvin did not say this plainly, but only incidentally 
and in seeking an interpretation: Non tarnen ita pZane Calvin: sed 
obiter et quaerendo interpretationem, &c. 
162 
Here Laud minimized 
Calvin's rejection of the-opinion that the wicked receive the body of 
Christ. This may be an early "high-church" reconstruction of Calvin's 
teaching much in the same vein as his later utilization of Calvin in 
the discussion of a presence "in and at" the sacrament, which we saw 
earlier (supra, p. 208) . 
Whatever Laud's meaning was in these early notes, his position 
was clarified by the time of his Conference with Fisher in 1639. The 
/by the 
English Church, he argued, teaches that/"most blessed Sacrament" the 
worthy receiver is made "spiritually partaker" of the "true and real 
Body and Blood of Christ, truly and really", and of all the benefits 
df His passion. 
163 
To illustrate this teaching and to show that 
Protestants did indeed affirm such a participation, Laud appealed in 
footnotes to the Articles of Religion and to Calvin, Fulke, Hooker and 
White. The text of article XXVIII cited by Laud affirms that the 
body of Christ is eaten in the Supper according to a heavenly and 
spiritual manner, and that the means' is faith: Corpus Christi 
manducatur in coena, tantum coelesti et spirituaZi ratione. Medium 
autem quo corpus Christi accipitur, et manducatur in coena, fides est 
164 
Of the several passages from Calvin appealed to by Laud, one affirms 
that Christ with all His benefits is offered in the sacrament and is 
received by faith: Christus se cum bonis suis omnibus in coena offert, 
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et nos fide Ewn recipimus. 
165 
In the text from William Rilke (1538 - 
1589) quoted by Laud, it is stated that if the communicant comes 
unworthily to the eucharist, he is made partaker of the body and blood 
"after a spiritual manner, by faith on our behalf, and by the working 
of the Holy Ghost on the behalf of Christ! ' 
166 
The section from Book V 
of Hooker's Ecclesiastical Polity referred to, but not included by 
Laud, is that "It is on all sides plainly confessed, first, that this 
sacrament is a true and real participation of Christ, who thereby 
imparteth Himself, even His whole entire person as a mystical Head 
into every soul that receiveth Him ... " and "... to us they 
[the bread 
and wine] are thereby made such instruments as mystically yet truly, 
invisibly yet really work our communion or fellowship with the person 
of Jesus Christ, as well in that He is man as God .... ". 
167 
The 
passage of Frances White (1564? -1638) alluded to by Laud maintains 
that the eucharist is a "divine instrument and seale authenticall, 
really applying the body and bloud of Christ to every worthy receiver 
for the remission of sinne, and the impetrating of spirituall and 
worldly blessing". 
168 
No man should be troubled at the words, "truly and really", used 
to describe eucharistic communication, Laud argued, since "that 
blessed sacrament, received as it ought to be, doth 'truly and really' 
exhibit and apply the body and blood of Christ to the receiver". 
169 
While the Archbishop stood within that stream of thinking which 
emphasized the "realness" of receiving the body of Christ in the 
sacrament, he also accepted that the means of communion is faith and 
that it is a "spiritual" participation, as seen above. 
170 
In a 
footnote, Laud remarked to his Roman opponent, Fisher, "And say not 
you the same with us? "171 He then appealed to Roman sources in order 
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to demonstrate that this spiritual eating by faith was also taught by 
those theologians acceptable to Rome. First, he cited Cajetan's 
words which he presented as affirming spiritual manducation as an 
activity of the soul: Spiritualis manducatio, quae per animam sit, ad 
Christi carnem in sacramento pertingit. 
172 
He then referred to Thomas 
Aquinas' description of the presence of Christ's body in the eucharist 
as spiritualtier, is est, invisibiliter, et per virtutem Spiritus 
Sancti, 173 and to Tena de Ludovic's statement that spiritual eating 
was per fidem et charitatem. 
174 
Laud's understnding of reception of 
the body as an activity of the soul, alluded to in his citation of 
Cajetan's words, was also expressed in his private devotions. The 
prayers which he intended to be said before the eucharist include 
these supplications: "... yet, now, Lord, upon my humble return to 
Thee, give me, I beseech Thee, the bread of life, the Body and Blood 
of my Saviour, into my soul ... "; and after communion, 
"Lord, I have 
received this Sacrament of the Body and Blood of my dear Saviour. His 
mercy hath given it, and my faith received it into my soul". 
175 '"I 
Later in life when he wrote his Histor 21 the Troubles and Tryal, 
Laud rejected the accusation made by his enemies that the omission in 
the Scottish Liturgy of 1637 of the distribution words, "and take this 
in remembrance that Christ died for thee, and feed on him in thine 
heart by faith, with thanksgiving" and "drink this in remembrance 
that Christ's blood was shed for thee, and be thankful", implied a 
"corporal presence". He insisted that neither he nor the Scottish 
bishops had taught this doctrine, since the "feeding on Christ by 
faith" was taught in the words of the post-communion prayer, "which 
have duly received those holy mysteries, with the spiritual food of 
the most precious Body and Blood of thy Son". 
176 
Explicitly denying 
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the charge that he taught a reception of Christ's body by the 
communicant's body and that he had followers on this point ("sectaries" 
as the accusation called them) 
177Laud 
claimed that he did not hold 
such a teaching: 
Among'these 'sectaries', which they will needs 
call mine, they say 'there are, which teach them, 
that Christ is received in the sacrament, 
corporaliter, both objective and subjective'. 
For this opinion, be it whose it will, I for 
my part do utterly condemn it, as grossly 
superstitious. 178 
The teaching contained in this latter work was consistent with 
that which he had defended in his Conference with Fisher. Apart from 
his early comments on Bellarmine's work, Laud's understanding of the 
sacramental manducation of Christ's body stood solidly in the 
Reformed 'true' presence tradition of Calvin, the Thirty Nine Articles 
of Religion and the English theologians, which he utilized in his 
arguments. It was also essentially the same position as that 
expounded by Montague in the 1620's. It may be that both Montague 
and Laud carefully kept their language within the boundaries of the 
received English tradition partly in reaction to some of the ideas 
of Andrewes, which could easily have been interpreted as treading too 
closely to the 'real' presence teaching of 'Roman Catholics or Lutherans. 
Taylor, in his 1649 The Great Exemplar, taught that "whatsoever 
the Spirit can convey to the body of the Church, we may expect from 
this sacrament; for as the Spirit is the instrument of life and action, 
so the blood of Christ is the conveyance of His Spirit". 
179 This was 
a theme which we saw in Bishop Andrewes' sermons and which was strongly 
emphasized in the Orthodox liturgical tradition, which Taylor knew and 
to which he was attracted, as shown by his revision of the English 
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liturgy in that direction nine years later in his Collection of Offices 
80 
To eat Christ's flesh spiritually, he argued in The Great Exemplar, 
means that the symbols of bread and wine convey Christ "to the spirit 
of the receiver". 
181 
If the bread is Christ's body, Taylor wrote, "so 
it-be not affirmed such in a natural sense and manner, it is still only 
the object of faith and spirit". 
182 
The sacrament cannot be given with 
effect to those who are in a state of "spiritual death". To do to, he 
argued, would be like giving a cordial to a dead man, and would be 
similar to a fly participating in the eucharist. The outwardly rite 
would be given and received, but "the grace of the sacrament" would 
not be communicated. 
183 
This last statement might be construed as 
limiting his denial only to the benefit of the sacrament, as distinct 
from the body itself. This, however, seems unlikely since in the 
same treatise he maintained that if one neglects to repent before 
receiving holy communion one would "eat damnation" and Satan would 
enter into him, "not Christ". 
184 
There are a few expressions in this 
work which may indicate belief in a bodily eating of Christ's flesh, 
such as "Christ loves not to enter the mouth full of cursings, oath 
blasphemous, revilings, or evil speakings ... ", 
185 implying that 
Christ does enter the mouth of the communicant at other times. In 
another passage, Taylor taught that Christ "dwells in the body and 
spirit of every one that eats Christ's flesh and drinks his blood". 
186 
The sacrament is a "pledge of glory and the earnest of immortality", 
and the consecrated symbols are like the "seeds of an eternal duration, 
springing up in us to eternal life, nourishing our spirits with grace" 
187 
In his 1650 The Rule and Exercises of Holy Living, Taylor limited 
the reception of Christ's body to those communicants, who if they "eat 
and drink the consecrated elements worthily, they receive Christ 
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within them ". 
188 
And similarly, "... believe, if thou art a worthy 
communicant, thou dost as verily receive Christ's body and blood to 
all effects and purposes of the Spirit, as thou dost receive the 
blessed elements ... ". 
189 
Our bodies, he argued, nourished by the 
signs, receive "into them the seed of an immortal nature", and our 
souls, nourished with the mystery, are joined with Christ. 
190 
This 
idea that eucharistic communion affects both body and soul was 
repeated by Taylor in his 1651 The Rule and Exercises of Holy Dying 
and in his Credenda, published as part of the 1655 The Golden Grove. 
191 
Yet in all of these works, it is ambiguous as to whether he means 
that the body is affected because it is directly joined to Christ's 
body or because it is joined to the sign of the life-giving body. In 
one passage of The Rule and Exercises of Holy Living (1650), however, 
Taylor used language which can legitimately be interpreted to mean 
that Christ is received into the communicant's body: 
When the holy man stands at the table of blessing 
and ministers the rite of consecration, then do as 
the angels do, who behold, and love, and wonder 
that the Son of God should become food to the souls 
of his servants; that he, who cannot suffer any 
change or lessening, should be broken int pieces, 
and enter into the body to support and nourish 05 
spirit, and yet descends to thee upon earth ... 
This re-echoes some of the ideas in Andrewes' sermons, which speak of 
an immediate reception of Christ's body by the communicant's body. 
Taylor approved of these sermons, as seen by his recommendation of 
them in 1660.193 
By 1654 when he wrote The Real Presence, Taylor's thinking had 
reached clarity and precision. The eating of Christ's flesh, he 
maintained, is a spiritual manducation: 
For we speak their [the Fathers] sense, and in 
their own words, - the Church of England expressing 
this mystery frequently in the same form of words; 
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and we are so certain that to eat Christ's body spiritually 
is to eat him really, that there-is no other way for 
him to be eaten really, - than by spiritual manducation. 
194 
Christ is received "by faith, by the Spirit, to all real effects of 
his passion", and the doctrine which opposes or distinguishes 
"spiritual" manducation of Christ's flesh from "sacramental" or "real" 
eating of the body is wrzan-g, Taylor argued. 
195 
Eating Christ in the 
sacrament is only one way of eating Christ, which can take place 
outside the sacrament. Christ is the food of souls, and this food is 
received "in at our ears, mouth, our hearts", but the "allusion is 
plainer in the sacrament than in any other external rite, because of 
the similitude of bread, and eating". 
196 
There is ""no eating of Christ's 
flesh or drinking his blood, but by a moral instrument, faith and 
subordination to Christ: the sacramental external eating alone being 
no eating of Christ's flesh, but the symbols and sacraments of it". 
197 
Put in another way, "Christ's body is eaten only sacramentally by the 
body, but really and effectively only by faith ... "198 If the oral 
eating of Christ's body were true, Taylor argued, the flesh of Christ 
would descend "into the guts", the stomach, and then would be "cast 
forth". The alternative to this sort of eating is spiritual 
manducation: "If we eat Christ's natural body, we eat it either 
naturally or spiritually: if it be eaten only spiritually, then it is 
spiritually digested, and is spiritual nourishment, and puts on 
accidents and affections spiritual". 
199 
Even the Roman assertion that 
Christ's body is present in the sacrament "after the manner of a 
spirit", without bodily proportions and actions, and which cannot be 
felt, seen, moved, changed or caused to suffer, implied, Taylor argued, 
that it cannot be eaten bodily. ... it cannot be eaten corporall , 
any more than a man can chew a spirit, or eat a meditation, or swallow 
a syllogism into his belly'. 
200 
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Accordingly, there is no "true and real body of Christ eaten in 
the sacrament but by the faithful receiver", and the "wicked do but 
eat the sign of Christ's body". 
201 
There can be only two eatings, 
i. e., the sacramental, or the eating of bread, and the spiritual, or 
the eating of the body. Hence, there arose the distinction between 
panis Dominus and panis Lbmini. "Judas received 'the bread of the Lord' 
against the Lord: but the other apostles received 'the bread which was 
the Lord', that is his body". 
202 
This meant for Taylor that "the wicked 
do not eat the body, nor drink the blood of Christ". 
203 
Taylor also articulated in The Real Presence a clear conception 
of the relationship between body and soul in the reception of benefits, 
arguing that the unworthy receives benefit neither to soul or body, 
and that only the worthy communicant receives any benefit to his body, 
as well as to his soul. This means that the benefit reaches the body 
via the soul, "by the action of the soul, not the action of the body; 
therefore by faith, not by the mouth". If Christ's natural body were 
eaten in the sacrament, the benefit would come directly to the body 
"by its own action", and consequently. to the soul from the body. The 
"true body of Christ", however, is not corporeally eaten, but is 
spiritually manducated by the soul. 
204 
Six years later, Taylor repeated many of these ideas in The Worth 
Communicant, but in slightly different ways. He used, for example, the 
language of "word" and "spirit" to describe the body and blood. Since 
Christ is the "food of our souls", he signified in John 6 this food by 
appropriate symbols and similitudes of meat and drink. The meaning of 
His words is that the "flesh of Christ is his word; and blood of Christ 
is his Spirit"; by believing in His word, and by being "assisted and 
conducted by his Spirit, we are nourished up to life. Christ, then, 
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is "our food" and He becomes "life unto our souls". This was the 
understanding of the early Church, Taylor argued, as taught by St. 
Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian. 
205 
Since the "body or flesh of 
Christ is his word" and the "blood of Christ is his Spirit in real 
effect and signification", one is able to distinguish "the blood that 
he gave for us, from the blood which he gives to us". To eat and 
drink Christ meant for Taylor "to live the life of the Spirit, and 
in the other world it is to live the life of glory". 
206 
One is able 
to eat the body and drink the blood, i. e., the word and spirit, in or 
out of the sacrament. The eucharist, he taught, is verbuni, visibile, 
"the same words read to the eye and to the ear"; it is the Word of 
God made food " in a manner so near to our understanding, that our 
tongues and palates feel the mataphor and the sacramental signification". 
Here Christ's flesh and blood are eaten and drunk "with much eminence 
and advantage", here the commemoration and exhibition of the death of 
the incarnate Word is made, here is the "word in syrrol and visibility, 
and special manifestation", for which reason the Fathers called the 
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sacrament, "the extension of the incarnation". 
There were two essential points in Taylor's discussion of the 
manduction of Christ's body, found in The Worthy Communicant: 1. by 
whatever means Christ is received outside the sacrament, by the same 
means He is received in the sacrament, i. e., by faith, and 2. in the 
eucharist there are two eatings, the sacramental or eating the bread, 
which is "only an act of obedience" and the spiritual, by which "all 
the blessings and conjugations of joy" came to the worthy communicant. 
The spiritual eating is done outside the sacrament "very well, so in 
it and with it much better". 
208 
It is necessary, therefore, in Taylor's 
thinking to have faith in order to eat the body of Christ either in or 
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out of the sacrament. 
Because of this eating by faith, Taylor maintained that there is 
an essential oneness between the object and manner of the Old 
Testament manducation, i. e., "they fed upon Christ, that is, they 
believed in Christ, they expected his day, they lived upon his 
promises, they lived by faith in him", and the object and manner of 
the New Testament meat and drink, i. e., "Christ the Lamb slain from 
the beginning of the world". 
209 
To say that faith is necessary for 
receiving Christ in the eucharist is true in two ways. It means that 
no unbaptized person should come to the sacrament, and it means that 
those who are baptized must have "an actual and an operative faith, 
properly relative to these Divine mysteries, and really effective of 
all the works of faith". 
210 
Moreover, this faith does not mean only 
believing the articles of the creed, but dedicating oneself, not 
only offering up the intellect, but the "engaging of our services", 
not only the "hallowing of one faculty", but the sanctification of the 
whole man. 
211 
Taylor at times went so far as to equate believing or faith with 
eating and drinking: "... thus eating and drinking is faith, it is 
faith in mystery, and faith in ceremony: it is faith in act, and 
faith in habit: it is exercised, and it is advanced,; 
212and 
again, 
"Christians are spiritual men, faith is their mouth, and wisdom is 
their food, and believing is manducating ...  
213 
The Holy Spirit, Taylor taught, is the link between the communicant 
and Christ in the eucharist. Responding to the rhetorical question of 
whether sacraments "confer grace by their own excellence and power" 
or whether this was accomplished by "our moral disposition", Taylor 
rejected both answers in favour of another. Neither the "external 
- act, "nor the internal grace and morality, does effect our pardon and 
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salvation", but only "the Spirit of God, who blesses the symbols, and 
assists the duty, makes them holy, and this is acceptable". 
214 
The 
Spirit operates by the sacrament and the communicant receives the 
grace of the Spirit by faith, this grace being participation in the 
body and blood of Christ and partaking of His death. 
215 
The Holy Spirit 
is the inner link connecting the earthly elements with the communicant's 
communion in Christ's flesh and blood: 
And thus it is in the greatest as in the least; 
he that drinks Christ's blood, and eats his body, 
'hath life abiding in him': it is true of the 
sacrament, and true of the spiritual manducation, 
and may be indifferently affirmed of either, when 
the other is not excluded; for as the sacrament 
operates only by virtue of the Spirit of God, so 
the Spirit ordinarily works by the instrumentality 
of the sacraments .... for without the Spirit, the 
word is but a dead letter; so with the Spiritýlýhe 
sacrament is the means of life and grace .... 
The implications of this teaching for Taylor were that 1. the 
unworthy do not eat Christ's body and 2. that there is no oral 
reception. 
If the manducation of Christ's flesh and drinking 
his blood be spiritual, and done by faith, and is 
effected by the Spirit, and that this faith signifies 
an entire dedication of ourselves to Christ, and 
sanctificaton of the whole man to the service of 
Christ, then it follows, that the wicked do not 
communicate with Christ, they eat not his flesh, and 
they drink not his blood: they eat and drink indeed; 
but it is gravel in their teeth, and death in their 
belly; they eat and drink damnation to themselves. 217 
He adamantly rejected as error the belief that the "natural body and 
blood of Christ" are "received by the mouth" and that "we tear the 
natural flesh of Christ with our mouths"; rather, one receives the 
"word and Spirit of Christ, by faith and a spiritual hand". 
218 The 
mouth. receives the "material signs" or "symbols", while faith eats 
the "thing signified", the "mystery itself". 
219 Nonetheless, the 
communicant's body is "made capable of the resurrection to life and 
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eternal glory" by means of the eucharist, since he is "externally and 
symbolically" united to Christ in the sacrament, and "by faith and the 
Spirit of God internally" joined to him. 
220 
With his doctrine of the manducation of Christ's body by faith 
through the Holy Spirit and with his denials of manducatio oraZis and 
manducatio impiorum, Taylor stood squarely in the Reformed 'true' 
presence tradition. Moreover, he explicitly linked the doctrine of the 
Church of England with that of Calvin. After appealing in The Real 
Presence to the Catechism of 1604 and the Liturgy as teaching that 
Christ's body is "verily and indeed taken and received of the faithful" 
and "really enough", he stated, " ... that is our sense of the real 
presence; and Calvin affirms as much, saying, 'In the supper Christ 
Jesus, viz. his body and blood, is truly given under the signs of 
bread and wine"'. 
221 
Taylor also cited the medieval theologian 
Ratramnus as one who had "defended our doctrine against Paschasius" 
(Radbertus). Arguing that Ratramnus' book, De Corpore et Sanguine 
Domini, which had been printed in the sixteenth century and which had 
been positively utilized in certain Protestant circles, 
222was "so 
entire and dogmatical against the substantial change, which was the 
new doctrine of Paschasius" that it had been used as evidence that 
"Calvin's heresy is not new". 
223 
Here Taylor linked his doctrine, and 
that of the Church of England, with the teaching of Calvin by means 
of Ratramnus. 
Taylor also cited the eucharistic teaching of Cyril Loukaris, 
Patriarch of Constantinople (1620-1638), as being that of the Church 
of England: "But in Greek Church it [transubstantiation] could not 
prevail, as-appears not only on Cyril's book of late, dogmatically 
affirming the article in our sense ... , 
224 
Without question, the book 
here referred to, Cyril's 1629 Confession of Faith, contains a Reformed 
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doctrine of the eucharist, expressing belief in a true and real 
presence, thv &Xr fj xaL ßcßct av TtapouaUav, of such a kind that 
only the faithful can eat the body of Christ, not by means of the 
teeth, but by the soul realizing comnunion. 
225 
The long Reformed 'true' presence tradition, with its many and 
varied exponents, had undoubtedly influenced Taylor's understanding 
of sacramental communion. Earlier Caroline divines are included among 
those whose theology had undoubtedly helped to form Taylor's thinking. 
This is suggested by his recommendation in 1660 of foundational books 
for a new library, which included Andrewes' sermons (Taylor, apparently, 
found nothing "heretical" in them even after he had given up his own 
earlier notion of an immediate conjunction of Christ's body and the 
communicant's body. ), Montague's A New Gag for an Old Goose and Laud's 
Conference with Fisher. 
226 
Taylor defended one practice regarding holy communion, however, 
which pushed beyond Reformed eucharistic practice, indeed, beyond 
Western sacramental practice in general, 
227 
toward that of the Orthodox 
East - the communication of infants. In The Worthy Communicant, he 
argued that there was nothing in Scripture which directly forbade 
giving the sacrament to infants, and that the commandment to examine 
oneself before communion was not of itesif necessary. Infants without 
examination can receive "the effect of the eucharist", just as they 
can receive the "effect of baptism" without repentance. 
228 The early 
Church, he argued, believed the sacraments were "great channels of the 
grace of God" and that this grace "always descends upon them that do 
not hinder it, and, therefore, certainly to infants". 
229 Certain pre- 
dispostions for sacraments are required by God, but every commandment 
of God is fitted to a capable subject. The examination which is 
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required of the communicant is obligatory when he can see and under- 
stand, but not before, while that which is offered on God's part is 
always ready "to them that can receive it". Infants cannot come alone 
to Christ, but the Church brings them since those who are "capable of 
the grace of God" can also receive the sign. 
230 
If Christ's body is received by faith, how is it possible to 
communicate infants, one may ask. Taylor, while not dealing with the 
question directly, nevertheless, gave a certain explanation when he 
discussed baptism. He stated that the same grace conveyed to infants 
in one sacrament can also be imparted in another, that as "they can 
be born again without their own consent, so they can be fed by the 
hands of others". 
231 
In baptism infants receive "some real dispostions" 
toward the eucharist, since they have been "drawn from there mere 
natural state, and lifted up to the adoption of sons". 
232 
These 
statements suggest that Taylor understood infants to possess faith, 
since they have received grace, have not hindered it, and are made 
sons of God. He was willing to accept the Eastern Orthodox practice 
of infant communion, yet incorporated it into his Reformed theological 
perspective. Before the use of reason, however, children cannot sin 
and connot fall from the grace of baptism; therefore, it is not 
necessary for them to receive the eucharist, which is for "reparation 
and security". 
233 
The Church, then has the freedom and power to decide 
whether or not to communicate infants, the practice being lawful, but 
not necessary. 
234 
Refusal to communicate infants, Taylor argued, entered the Church 
upon an unwarrantable ground, i. e., when the doctrine of transubstan- 
tiation arose, the pretence was made that "by puking up the holy symbols 
by infants the sacrament should be dishonoured". 
235 Since the time of 
Charles the Great, he said, infant communion was omitted Sin 
the West, 
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and the Council of Trent condemned it as unfit, but only the Roman 
church and "some few others" refused and condemned this "ancient and 
catholic practice". 
236 
A similar case to that of infants is that of fools and madmen. 
Here Taylor applied the rule, "whoever can communicate spiritually, 
may be admitted to communicate sacramentally". If the fool can so 
much as "desire to go to God" and "in any degree believe in Christ" 
and distinguish between good and evil, he may be communicated. If the 
madman is found to be in a "state of grace" he also may be given the 
sacrament. Conversely, whoever can "hinder the effect of the sacrament" 
is not to be admitted unless he does not only not hinder it, but 
actually disposes himself to receive it. 
237 
Taylor's willingness to 
communicate infants, fools and madmen was no denial of his insistence 
that faith is the means for receiving Christ's body, since infants 
possess it, fools can attain it, and madmen are able to retain it. 
Thorndike taught, as we have already seen (supra, P. 220), a 
mystical, spiritual presence of Christ's body and blood in the elements, 
brought about by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in the bread and 
wine. In his iZo e of 1659, he set out his most clearly articulated 
teaching as to what this means in terms of sacramental communion. The 
Holy Spirit, who is the cause and means of Christ's presence in the 
bread and wine, dwells in them as He does in Christ's natural body, 
Thorndike argued, and it is the Spirit who feeds "them with Christ's 
Body and Blood, that receive the sacrament of Them with living faith" 
238 
The Spirit "tendereth" the flesh and blood in turn are the means for 
conveying the Holy Spirit to the communicants: 
Which being supposed, every Christian must of 
necessity acknowledge, how great and eminent a 
power the Lord bath trusted His Church with, in 
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celebrating and giving of the eucharist; when he 
is convinced to believe, that the Body and Blood 
of Christ is thereby rendered him, though mystically 
and as in a sacrament, yet so truly, that the Spirit 
of Christ is no less really present with it, to 
enable the souls of all them that receive it with 
sincere Christianity, than the sacrament is 
to their bodies; or then the same Spirit is 
present in the Flesh', and Blood of Christ, 
naturally being in the heavens. 240 
This idea that the eucharistic body and blood convey the Holy Spirit 
to the recipient, Thorndike took explicitly from the Eastern Orthodox 
liturgies. 
241 
The condition for receiving the Spirit, however, is that 
communicants receive Him as "they ought", he argued. 
242 
The consecrated 
eucharistic gifts become the "instrument of God's Spirit, to convey 
the operation thereof to them that are disposed to receive it, no 
otherwise than His Flesh and Blood conveyed the efficacy thereof upon 
earth". 
243 
This meant for Thorndike that one is able to receive the 
Holy Spirit via the eucharistic body and blood of Christ when one 
receives them with "living faith". 
244 
What did this mean in terms of the unworthy or unfaithful 
communicant receiving Christ's body and blood? In an earlier work, 
Of Religious Assemblies (16421 Thorndike had answered this question by 
arguing that bread and wine are deputed to become the body and blood 
of Christ "to them that receive them aright by the appointment of our 
Lord, executed by the Church". 
245 
In an even clearer passage he stated: 
For though no man can receive the body and blood 
of Christ that is not disposed with a living faith 
to receive the same, yet on God's part, it is 
undoubtedly tendered to those that are not so 
disposed, otherwise how saith the Apostle that those 
that eat and drink unworthily are guilty of the body 
and blood of Christ, as not discerning the same? 
246 
In the Epilogue, however, Thorndike used language implying that in 
some sense the body and blood are received even by the unfaithful. 
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Referring to St. Paul's warning against unworthy reception (I Cor. 11: 
27), he argued that the apostle was not only using a "hyperbole" to 
indicate a slighting of God's ordinance. Every act by which one 
renounces Christianity is a crucifying of Christ again, and certainly 
receiving the eucharist in an LLnworthy manner is such. "But", 
Thorndike added, "otherwise it were too cold an expression, to make 
St. Paul call it [unworthy reception] the crucifying of Christ for 
that which is common to all sins". To eat and drink damnation to 
oneself by not discerning the Lord's body implies that the body must 
be where it is discerned to be, and not made to be there by being 
discerned as there. 
247 
A little later in the same treatise, Thorndike 
explicitly raised the question of unworthy communion and the charge 
which he saw as capable of being raised against his teaching, i. e., 
how can God sacramentally make the elements to be Christ's body and 
blood through the operation of the Holy Spirit when those who receive 
with "dead faith" to their condemnation cannot be said "to eat the Body 
and Blood of Christ (which only is the act of living faith) without 
that abatement which the premisses have established; to wit, in the 
sacrament". Thorndike's response to this question was: 
But all this, if the effect of my saying be 
thoroughly considered, will appear to be no 
inconvenience. For that the Body and Blood 
of Christ should be sacramentally present in 
and under the elements (to be spiritually 
received of all, that meet it with a living 
faith, to condemn those for crucifying Christ 
again, that receive it with a dead faith): 
can it seem any way inconsequent to the 
consecration thereof by virtue of the common 
faith of Christians, professing that which 
is requisite to make true Christians, whether 
by a living or a dead faith? 248 
The reason for unworthy participation in the eucharist, he argued, is 
precisely because one does not discern the presence which is there; 
one eats the body and blood of Christ in the sacrament, "out of a 
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profession of Christianity, which spiritually he despiseth": 
Rather must we be to seek for a reason, why 'he 
that eateth this bread and drinketh this cup 
unworthily', should be 'guilty of the Body and 
Blood of Christ', as 'not discerning' It; 
according to St. Paul, I Cor. xi. 27,29: unless 
we suppose the same sacramentally present, by 
virtue of that true Christianity, which the 
Church professing, and celebrating the sacrament, 
tendereth it for spiritual nourishment to a living 
faith, for matter of damnation to a dead faith. 
For if the profession of true Christianity be, as 
of necessity it must be, matter of condemnation 
to him that professeth it not truly (that is to 
say, who, professing it, doth not perform it); 
shall not his assisting the celebration and 
consecration of the eucharist produce the effect 
of rendering him condemned by himself (eating 
the Body and Blood of Christ in the sacrament 
he despiseth) for not fulfilling what he 2 professeth. 4' 
The sacramental presence of the body and blood, which "tenders" the 
same spiritually, can therefore be either a blessing or a curse 
according to the faith with which it meets. 
250 
There is a certain ambiguity in the language used by Thorndike 
in these passages, and it may be possible to interpret them as implying 
no more than that the body of Christ is truly offered to all 
communicants (the Reformed position), yet it seems that Dugmore and 
Stone were correct in concluding that for Thorndike there was some 
kind of participation in the body of Christ even by the unworthy. 
251 
While he taught the spiritual presence of Christ's body and blood to 
the soul through eating and drinking by living faith, 
252Thorndike's 
understanding of the mystical and spiritual presence in the elements 
suggests belief that even the unworthy receive the flesh and blood, 
but to their-cohdemnätion. 
There is also the question of manducatio corporaZis. On the one 
hand, Thorndike referred to the soul being fed with the body and blood, 
"... that they may become the Body and Blood of Christ, Which God by 
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this sacrament pretends to feed our souls with". 
253 The "sacramental 
nourishment of the soul", he asserted, is "the means of the spiritual 
nourishment of the soul, as well as the resemblence of it". 
254 The 
soul of the communicant receives Christ's Spirit through the 
sacrament, and consequently, "in and by the Spirit, whatsoever is 
requisite to enable a Christian to perform his race here or to assure 
him of his reward in the world to come". 
255 
On the other hand, he claimed that the flesh and blood are also 
"mystically received by our bodies". 
256 
Because he understood the 
eucharistic presence to be dependent upon the Church's faith and 
consecration, he was able to argue: "thou hast a legal presumption, 
even toward God, that thou receivest the Flesh and Blood of Christ in 
and with the elements of bread and wine, and shalt receive the same 
spiritually for the food of thy soul, supposing that thou receivest 
the same with living faith". 
257 
Here one sees a distinction between 
reception of the body in and with bread and spiritual reception of 
the body as food for the soul. Thorndike also maintained that St. 
Irenaeus, among other Fathers, taught that our flesh is nourished 
with Christ's body and blood, and because of this, it will rise again. 
58 
This he did, Thorndike claimed, because the body and blood are in the 
eucharist by virtue of the consecration and not by virtue of the faith 
of him who receive. 
259 
Thorndike also argued that St. Hilary taught 
not only that we are united to Christ "by obedience of will but 
naturally", Hilary's words 
260that 
we dwell in Christ through eating 
and drinking His flesh and blood would signify nothing: 
... did not our bodies, feeding upon the elements, 
feed upon that which is truly the Body and Blood of 
Christ in the sacrament or mystically, not by virtue 
of our feeding which follows, but by virtue of the 
consecration which goes before. For this natural 
union of the body with that which feeds it, serves 
St. Hilary for the argument of that unity, which the 
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Son bath with the Father by nature; being the union 
of our flesh with the Flesh of Christ, by virtue of 
our flesh united to the Word incarnate. 
261 
This bodily reception is useless, however, Thorndike argued, unless 
the soul has living faith in Christ. Only then can the body of Christ 
become the "seed of the life of grace both to his soul and body". 
262 
In teaching some kind of manducatio corporalis, Thorndike may 
have been influenced by Andrewes' sermons, or what is more likely, 
influenced in this direction by Forbes' Considerationes Modestae, 
which was published in 1658, the year before the publication of his 
Epilogue. One must also keep in mind that although there is no 
positive proof of his direct utilization of Lutheran sacramental 
theology on this point, Thorndike was familiar with the Lutheran 
confessional writings and most probably with Chemnitz' Fundamenta 
Sanae Doctrinae. These may also have influenced his thinking with 
regard to certain aspects of eucharistic communion, such as manducatio 
corporalis and manductio indign. orum. 
As with other aspects of eucharistic doctrine, so in terms of 
their understanding of communion in Christ's body, the Caroline 
divines witness'to a development in Anglican sacramental thinking 
during the seventeenth century. One of the essential characteristics 
of the Reformed 'true' presence doctrine was its insistence that 
Christ's body is received by faith. Concomittant with this proposition 
were the denials of conmrunicatic oraZis and communicatio impiorum, 
developed against both Roman and Lutheran teaching. As we saw in the 
first chapter, this was the orbit in which sixteenth-century Anglican 
doctrine had developed. 
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This inherited tradition was still a very powerful influence in 
the seventeenth century, but tendencies other than this began to 
surface. Saravia's unpublished De Sacra Eucharisti/a was the most 
explicitly "Lutheranizing". Andrewes' writings and sermons contain 
ideas from both the 'true' presence and 'real' presence traditions. 
It may be that Montague in his 1624 and 1625 works and Laud in his 
1639 Conference with Fisher were distancing themselves from some of 
the 'real' presence ideas which Andrewes had publicly expressed. 
With the exception of some early private notations which he made on 
Bellarmine's work Laud, together with Montague, expressed his 
understanding of sacramental communion within the parameters of the 
Reformed 'true' presence tradition. Quite differently, Cosin's early 
thinking, as it found expression in his first series of notes on the 
Prayer Book, written during the 1620's and 30's (N. B. -private 
comments, not a published work), was influenced by Roman Catholic ideas. 
He, however, also veered toward the Reformed stream of thinking, 
already in the late 1620's. During the early 1630's, Forbes struggled 
to articulate a doctrine which would include reception of Christ's 
body by both the soul and body of the communicant, but which would 
include less that reception with the mouth, and by the unbelieving. 
He was deeply indebted to Archbishop de Dominis in this matter. Taylor's 
teaching during the 1640's, 50's and 60's was predominantly within 
the 'true' presence tradition; at times, however, he seemed to imply 
that the communicant's body, as well as his soul, receives Christ's 
body. Moreover, he defended the Eastern Orthodox practice of infant 
communion. In the late 1650's, Thorndike, in a very unpolemical and 
careful manner, defended a mystical reception of Christ's body by the 
communicant's body as well as manducatio indignorum, although in an 
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earlier work he had denied the latter. 
The ways in which the Caroline divines dealt with the question of 
eucharistic communion reflect a great deal of variation in their 
thought. This can partly be explained by the fact that sometimes 
their works remained unpublished in the seventeenth century, and 
consequently were not able to influence the thinking of other divines. 
This was the case with the most explicit departures from the Reformed 
'true' presence doctrine, Saravia's De Sacra Eucharistia and Cosin's 
notes on the Prayer Book. Nonetheless, one is still left with a 
marked impression that the Caroline theologians were creative and 
independently-minded in their use of sources and in how they integrated 
various ideas in their expositions of sacramental communion in 
Christ's body. 
This variety of thought withesses to a weakening in seventeenth- 
century Anglican theology of the belief that Christ's body is eaten 
only by Faith, a belief which was the touchstone of the Reformed 'true' 
presence teaching which they had inherited from the previous century. 
This is not to suggest, however, that the tendencies in other directions 
dominated their thinking; only with Saravia, and less so, with Thorn- 
dike was this the case. The influence of the Reformed position 
remained strong, and this is what one might have expected, since it 
had been enshrined in the Thirty Nine Articles of Religion and in the 
English Book of Common Prayer. 
FOOTNOTES 
1No distincion will be made between manduction impiorum and 
manducatioa indignorum. 
2De Sacra Eucharisti a p. 86. 
299 
3Dividit, 
auf potius dissolvit, Sacrarnentum qui signa externa 
sine iZZis Rebus, significatis, quae necessaria pars sunt Sacramenti, 
percipi posse credit: externa enim symboZa sunt tantum Sacramenti 
aitera pars. Ibid., p. 88: 
4Ibid. 
5Saravia 
interchangeably used impiis and hypocritis. 
6Ibid., 
p. 90. 
7Unde bene sequitur, totum Sacramentum aeque recipi ab hypocritis, 
sicut' a piis; adeo auf ut qui partem Sacramentu visibilem accipit, 
accipiat similiter invisibilem, unde totum Sacramentum constituitur. 
De Sacra Eucharistia, pp. 90.92. 
8IZZis 
enim verbis Zuce clarius est Dominum non fuisse Zoquut um 
de SacramentaZi manducatione, sed de iZZa quae fit per fidem; nisi 
quis contendat Sacramentaliter non posse Carnem Domini manducari et 
Sanguinem potari nisi ab eo qui etiam fide et SpirituaZiter id faciat; 
quod faZsum est. Ibid., p. 94 
91bid., 
pp. 174,176. 
lost. 
Augustine's words are: Non est ex eis qui panem illius 
sic edebat, ut super eum levaret calcaneum. IZZi manducabant panem 
Domini, Me panem Domini contra Dominum: iZZi vitam, Me poenam. 
PL, 35: 1796 (In Joannis Evangelium, Tractatus LIX). 
11De Sacra Eucharisti a, p. 116. 
12Ibid. 
13 Quae cum Zibera sit [i. e. the virtue] non raro tantum 
sacramentum percipitur absque sacramentali gratia, quae fidel 
communicantium sacramentis respondet. Ibid., p. 26. 
141bid., 
p. 108. 
151bid., 
pp. 78,80. 
16 
Ibid., p. 98. 
17.... 
et in Coena Domini quod alii Spiritualiter et per fidem 
edant et bibant, alii ore corporeo tantum, sine fide. Ibid., p. 168. 
18Ibid., 
pp. 172,174. 
19 
Ibid., p. 96. Arguing on the basis of St. Augustine, Saravia 
wrote, Deinde, verba Domini quae locutus est Capernao, John. sexto, 
modum edendi Carnem et bibendi Sanguinem Domini, quem in Sacramento 
diximus, non tangere, sed Spiritualem ilium per vivam fidem, quo fit 
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in eo est, et ille in nobis); quomodo voluntatis unitas asseritur, cum 
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eo didicimus, stufte atque impie dicimus. Ipse enim ait, 'Caro rhea 
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Works, 4: 72 (Epilogue). 
262Ibid., 
p. 30. Here Thorndike argued against transubstantiation 
without denying a bodily union with Christ. He simply asserted that the 
argument concerning the resurrection of the body through "immediately 
touching" the body of Christ in the eucharist was restricted to those who 
had faith; otherwise, those with a dead faith would receive the same. 
Moreover, he stated that transubstantiation implied that no man's body 
could immediately touch Christ's body, since this doctrine of 
eucharistic presence held Christ's body to be "invisibly present". 
VI: THE CONTENT OF THE SACRAMENTAL PRESENCE 
C 
There can be no doubt that all the Caroline divines under 
consideration affirmed a reception of Christ's body at the eucharistic 
celebration. The question arises, however, as to what they meant by 
the words "body of Christ". How did they understand the nature of this 
eucharistic "body"? How was this "body" related to the actual physical 
body of Christ? In the first chapter, we saw that sixteenth-century 
defenders of the 'true' presence doctrine refused to equate the 
eucharistic body with the heavenly one, because of their understanding 
of Christ's body as a self-contained, empirical object subject to the 
restrictions of space and time. Did the Caroline theologians 
perpetuate this idea? 
When we look at Saravia's teaching in De Sacra Eucharistia, we must 
answer this last question in the negative. As we have already seen 
(supra, pp. 183 ff. ), he accepted the possibility of a simultaneous 
presence of Christ's body in heaven and on earth, but in different modes. 
He did not understand a "spiritual" presence as being necessarily 
opposed to a corporeal reception of Christ's body: Et contra, quid 
peccat alius quia tantum erga nos Christi Domini credit amorem ut 
praesens Corpore Suis mysteriis adesse veZit, ac divino, spirituali et 
coelesti modo, supernaturaZique tectum nostri palati subire, ut sic 
Corpus praesens Suo Numine totum hominem impZeat? 
1 
Saravia also 
insisted upon the identity between the heavenly body and the 
eucharistic body, between Christ who carried the sacrament at its 
institution and Christ as carried in the sacrament. 
2 
The manner of 
presence in heaven and in the eucharist might be different, he argued, 
but it is the same, body: 
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Sufficiat igitur nobis nos inteZZigere ex verbo 
Dei, sensibus nostrils in mzysteriis data esse 
sigiZZa et testimonia praesentiae nobis incom- 
prehensibiZis Corporis et Sanguinis Domini; 
quae, quamvis differat ab iZZa quarr habet in 
coelo secundum veri corporis modum sicut habuit 
in terris, non tarnen est nuZZa, auf tantum 
imaginaria. Ideen Dominus qui nunc per manus 
ministrorwn Suorum e coelo Corpus et Sanguinem 
Suum fidelibus populis distribuit, in ultima 
Coena manibus propriis Seipsum apostoZis Suis 
porrexit. Et sicut tune aZius erat praesentiae 
modus Corporis accumbentis, et aZius in sacra- 
mento et ore comedentis; simiZiter hodie alius 
est praesentiae Corporis Christi in coelo, aZius 
in forma panis et vini, utrobique tarnen reaZis 
et verus; sed aZius et aZius; quamvis non 
aZiud et aZiud sit quod datur in terris, et 
tarnen est in coeZis. Quando hic in terris 
adhuc agens, Suam Carnem epuZandam discipuZis 
Suis dabat, Ipse quidem3dabat et dabatur, 
ferebat et ferebatur... 
This rather lengthy passage is indicative of an understanding of the 
eucharistic body as present on earth, in the hands and mouths of the 
ministers and communicants in the form of bread and wine, with no 
difference between that which is given on earth and that which, 
nevertheless, is still in heaven. Saravia maintained that, when he 
used the words coeZestem and spiritualem to describe the eucharistic 
presence, he did not mean to detract from the sense of the words 
supernaturalem and diVinam; rather, he used both sets of terms to show 
how close was their affinity. 
4 
These passages suggest that he 
understood the very body of Christ, which is in heaven, to be present 
also on earth in an incomprehensible manner, but not after the modus of 
a natural or true body. 
Keeping in mind Saravia's approval of the Augustana, Luther's 
teaching and the Wittenberg Concord, and his knowledge of other 
Lutheran divines (supra, pp. 142-43,187), 
5 
it is not surprising that the 
above position has much in common with sixteenth-century Lutheran 
doctrine. It was indeed a central point (if not the central point) in 
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the Lutheran understanding that Christ's body is present both in heaven 
and at the eucharistic celebration on earth, and that there is an 
essential identity between the two. Chemnitz, for example, had argued 
in his Fundamenta Sanae Doctrinae that the Fathers, such as 
SS. Chrysostom, Ambrose,. and Cyprian, had taught that, in a stupendous 
miracle, the one body of Christ is present both in heaven and on earth 
at the same time, but in different modes. 
6 
Saravia, in fact, appealed 
to the same text from St. Chrysostom as had Chemnitz, claiming that he 
found nothing from which he would shrink in expressions such as that by 
Chrysostom which affirms that, by a "miracle", Christ is present both 
at the Father's right hand and in the eucharist. 
7 
That Saravia was 
willing to acknowledge the appropriateness of the category of "miracle" 
with reference to the eucharistic presence, is a very strong argument 
that he had broken away from the Reformed refusal to allow the very 
flesh of Christ to be present on earth in the sacrament. One should 
also keep in mind that, while Saravia's use of the term "spiritual" was 
extremely popular in Calvinist and Anglican circles, it had also been 
accepted by Lutherans. The KonkordienformeZ, for example, had 
appropriated the term contra a gross and Capernaitic understanding of 
the presence: 
Wann aber D. Luther oder wir dies Wort geistlich 
in diesem Handel gebrauchen, verstehn wir dar- 
durch die geistliche, tlbernatzlrliche himmelsche 
Wise, nach w5lcher Christus, bei dem heiligen 
AbencZnahZ gegenwärtig, nicht allein >in< den 
Gläubigen Trost und Leben, sun-ern auch in der 
Ungläubigen das Gericht w¬lrket, darduch >wir< 
die kapernaitische Gedanken von der grossen 
fleischlichen Gegenwftrtighkeit verwerfen, wolche 
unsern Kirchen durch die Sakramentierer fiber 
alles unser öffentlich vielfaltig. Bgzeugen 
zugemessen und aufgetrungen wird... 
It can also be noted in support of the Lutheran direction of Saravia's 
thinking, that he was not adverse to the term "corporeal". The-text 
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which he used of the Wittenberg Concord of 1536, of which he was such 
a strong supporter, taught a corporeal presence of Christ's body in the 
reception of the sacrament: ... nec sentiunt Corpus Christi localiter 
in Pane includi, vel alioqui corporaZiter cum Pane uniri, extra 
sumptionem Sacramenti... 
9 
These Lutheran ideas did not mean, however, that Saravia accepted 
the doctrine of ubiquity. There was no more need for this idea, he 
argued, than for transubstantiation: Pontificii frustra in transubstan- 
tiationem confugerunt; similiter et illi qui nescio quarr nobis Corporis 
Christi ubiquitatem excogitarunt, ut partem illam sacramenti quae 
coelestis est conjungant cum terrena. 
10 
Significantly, Chemnitz, in 
his Exarninis, had already linked together ubiquity and transubstantia- 
tion as being irrelevant to the doctrine of Christ's presence in the 
eucharist, the manner and mode of which, he claimed, Lutherans did not 
define: 
Fundamentum etiam praesentiae corporis Christi in 
coena, Lutherus monuit, non esse collocandum in 
disputatione de ubiquitate, sed in veritate 
verborum institutionis. Nec Transubstantiatio- 
nem pro articulo fidei recipimus, de qua postea 
dicendum erit. Sed sicut verba coenae docent, 
simpliciter credimus illam praesentiarn: modum 
vero & rationem non definimus, sed sapientigg 
Christi veracis & omnipotentis commendamus. 
Undoubtedly, part of the reason for Saravia's rejection of 
ubiquity was his refusal to define how the eucharistic miracle takes 
place. 
12 
More importantly, it was associated with his insistence that 
Christ is not exhibited in the eucharist otherwise than He is signified. 
The bread and wine are. not related to the body and blood simpliciter, 
13 
such as they are in glory, but such as they had been on the cross. 
The glorified flesh and blood of Christ, in the condition in which they 
now exist, are not the other part of the sacrament; they have no 
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relation or analogy to the bread and wine: Nam Caro Christi gZoriosa 
et Sanguis imortalis ea conditone qua nunc gaudent non sunt sacramenti 
aZtera pars; hoc est, nuZZam habent reZationem et analogiam ad panem 
et vinum, ut Corporis et Sanguinis Christi possint constituere 
sacr=entwn. 
14 
The eucharist, he claimed, does not represent, signify 
or exhibit the body in glory, since it shows forth the death of the 
Lord, not His glory and resurrection: 
Pari ratione, sacramentum Eucharistiae nec imaginem, 
" nec significationem, nec ullam exhibitionem habet 
Corporis Christi gloriosi, quocunque modo cogitetur, 
auf unitum cum externis symbolis, auf iliis substit- 
utum. Conditio ilia beata nihiZ habet commune cum 
symbolis crucifixi Corporis Christi, et Sanguinis 
effusi. Mortis enim Dominicae praedictionem hoc 15 
sacramentum continet, non gloriae et resurrectionis. 
Christ always and everywhere has present in Himself His eternal 
sacrifice once offered; it has not passed away with time and it has not 
become ineffectual. The cruficied Lord, Saravia asserted, is eternally 
present to God the Father. Just as the crucified body and blood are 
present to God, so they are present and exhibited in the sacrament; 
hence, the bread is the crucified body and the wine the shed blood, in 
such a way that communicants in reality (revera) eat Christ's flesh and 
drink His blood. 
16 
Christ gives these heavenly gifts under the forma 
et conditione whereby He effected man's eternal redemption. 
17 
There 
was certainly Reformed influence on this language and idea of Saravia 
that the eucharistic body is the body as crucified, distinct from the 
body as glorified. He, in fact, appealed to both Calvin and Wolfgang 
Musculus (1497-1563) in this matter. 
18 
Saravia, however, did not eliminate the idea of a presence of the 
glorified Christ in the eucharist, arguing that, while the sacrament does 
not exhibit the glorified flesh, in that it is glorified tquatenuS 2st 
glorrificatum), nevertheless, it is the presence of the glorified body, 
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supernatural, divine, heavenly and spiritual, which sets forth or 
causes (exhibet) that which the outward sign signifies, i. e., the 
crucified, sacrificed body. 
19 
It can be said that the glorified body 
is given according to the form. and circumstances of the passion, he 
argued: 
Servator noster qui Se suumque Corpus post 
resurrectionem, quod spirituale, gloriosum 
et immortaZe erat, visibile et palpabiZe, 
quale voZuit, sine vuZneribus in Cruce 
acceptis, et cum vulneribus manum et lateris, 
ut ab iZlis videri et attrectari posset, et 
a Thoma in primis, sicut ipsorum fidel imbec- 
illitas postulabat, exhibuit; potest procuZ 
dubio et nunc fidelibus Illud manducandum et 
Sanguinem potandum darf, Ma forma et condit- 
ione qua nobis vitam et immortalitatem peperit. 
2O 
Saravia at this point seems to have employed Reformed language, filling 
it with a doctrine of eucharistic presence not far removed from 
Lutheran thinking, without the ubiquity concept, and teaching that the 
very body of Christ, seated at the Father's right hand, is also present 
in a mysterious way in the hands and mouths of communicants on earth as 
the crucified flesh of the Redeemer. 
It has been suggested by Nijenhuis that the absence of "substance" 
language in Saravia's eucharistic theology may indicate an essential 
difference with Luther. 
21 
This conclusion, however, need not 
necessarily be drawn. It is true that Saravia did not use the terms 
substantia and substantialiter to describe the eucharistic presence. 
Even when he recorded the text of the Wittenberg Concord, he employed 
the word essentialiter to describe the presence of the body and blood, 
rather than substantialiter, which is found in other editions of the 
text. 
22 
Martin Bucer's 1536 letter to Bishop Fox included by Saravia 
did, however, use substanticliter, and in this letter, Bucer noted that 
the term had caused offence at times. 
23 
Here, then, may be the reason 
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for the absence of the term in Saravia's own exposition of eucharistic 
presence; not that he objected to its meaning, or intention in Lutheran 
usage, but that in an overtly ecumenical and conciliatory treatise, in 
which he expressed so many other ideas in common with the Lutherans and 
in which he expressedly approved of Luther's teaching, he did not use a 
particular expression which would be offensive to some. Saravia 
expressly stated that those who agreed in doctrine should not sow 
discord through a difference of words. 
24 
Also, Luther used the term 
"substance", not in the Thomist philosophical sense, but in what one 
might call the Nominalist concrete, non-speculative sense, to mean the 
"real, true body and blood of Christ". 
25 
Saravia's non-speculative 
approach, linked with his insistence upon the oneness of the heavenly 
body and eucharistic body, had much in common with that of Luther, 
despite the lack of 'substance' language in his treatise. 
Throughout the sermons of Andrewes, he taught that Christ's body 
is indeed received in the sacrament. For example, in his 1592 sermon 
on the second commandment, he said that there is a reception of 
Christ's "true" body in the eucharist: 
And again too, that to a many with us 
[in the 
Church of England it is indeed so fraetio 
panis, as it is that only and nothing besides; 
whereas the 'bread which we break is the par- 
taking of Christ's true 'body' - and not of a 
sign, figure, or remembrance of it. For the 
Church bath ever believed a true fruition 29 
the true body of Christ in that Sacrament. 
In a 1612 Easter sermon, Andrewes argued that the sacrament 
concerns "Christ's body that now is", but not "Christ's body as now it 
is". The eucharistic body concerns not the glorified, immortal and 
impassible body which Christ now possesses in heaven; rather, it is 
related to that body sacrificed for men: 
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Christ's body that now is, True; but not Christ's 
body as now it is, but as then it was, when it was 
offered, rent, and slain, and sacrificed for us. 
Not, as now He is, glorified, for so He is not, so 
He cannot be imnolatus, for He is immortal and 
impassible. But as then He was when He suffered 
death, that is passible and mortal. Then, in His 
passible estate did He institute this of ours, to 
be a memorial of His passibile and Passio both. 
And we are in this action not only carried up to 
Christ, (Sursum Gorda) but we are also carried 
back to Christ as He was at the very instant, and 
in the very act of His offering. So, and no 
other wise, doth thi$ text teach. So, and no 
other wise, do we represent Him. By the incompre- 
hensible power of His eternal Spirit, not He alone, 
but He, as at the very act of His offering, is made 
present to us, and we incorporate into His death, 
and invested in the benefits of it. If an host 
could be turned into Him now glorified as He is, it 
would not serve; Christ offered is it - thither we 
must look. To the serpent lift up thither we must 
repair, even ad ca ver; we must hoc fasere, do 
that is then done. 
We shall return to the significance of this passage shortly. 
In his 1613 Easter sermon, Andrewes taught that the eucharist sets 
forward both "the 'Bread that came down from Heaven', and the Blood that 
hath been carried 'into the holy place"'. 
28 
On the feast of Pentecost, 
1616, he said, "And there is no better way of celebrating the Feast of 
the receiving of the Holy Ghost than so to do, with receiving the same 
Body that came of It at His birth, and that came from It now at His 
rising again". 
29 
Six years later at Easter in 1622, referring to the 
eucharist,. he acknowledged a participation in the "substance" of Christ: 
"For requisite it was, that since we drew our death from the first Adam 
by partaking of his substance, sembly and in like sort we should partake 
the substance of the second Adam. p, 
30 
Returning now to the passage from Andrewes' 1612 sermon, we see that 
he distinguished between the cruficied body and the glorified, as Saravia 
had done. This distinction was in terms of the relationship of the body 
to its circumstances, its "estate", i. e., 1. a-body which suffered and 
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died, and 2. a body transfigured and impassible in its glorified 
condition. Andrewes, despite this distinction, still affirmed that the 
eucharistic body had some connection with the body resurrected and 
ascended - "Christ's body that now is". It would be going too far, 
therefore, to claim that Andrewes' distinction between the crucified and 
glorified body meant the exclusion of a presence of Christ's glorified 
body from the sacrament altogether. 
31 
Nevertheless, his language 
certainly was akin to that of Reformed theologians, such as we saw in 
our discussion of Saravia (supra, pp. 319-20). 
Mackean has claimed that the above passage from Andrewes' 1612 
Easter sermon was a "genuine attempt to dissociate the consecrated 
elements from the realist notion of the presence, for if the body and 
blood, as they were on the Cross, are distant in time and space, and 
literally, y, as such, are no more, they can only be present by faith.. ". 
One must keep in mind, however, that, in other sermons, Andrewes also 
identified the eucharistic body with that which Christ received at His 
birth, which was resurrected from the tomb and which has ascended into 
heaven. Even Mackean acknowledged that Andrewes' language in 1612 was 
somewhat ambiguous, in that there is a "contradiction in the phraseology 
of his criticism of the objective real presence". 
33 
A certain lack of 
clarity does exist, inasmuch as Andrewes, while denying that the 
eucharistic presence concerns the body as ascended and glorified, still 
affirmed that it is the ascended and glorified body. The Reformed, 
moreover, were not unaware of the same dilemma. W. Musculus, for 
example, raised the question of whether it is the blood shed on the 
cross which also has ascended into heaven to the Father's right hand. 
His answer was that he did not know, but that one should stick to the 
words of the institution which identify the sacramental blood as the 
324 
shed blood of the passion: 
And whether it be that bloude of Christ whiche 
was shedde uppon the Crosse, wherewith he arose 
againe, went up unto heaven, and sytteth at the 
right hand of the Father, let other men be 
iudges. We do not attribute unto Christe 
sundrye bloudes: but we doe sticke unto his 
wordes, and seeke for the true meaning32f them, 
and for the mystery of this Sacrament. 
The utilization of Reformed language by Andrewes in this matter may 
reflect a common difficulty in maintaining, on the one hand, the 
essential unity among sacrificed body, ascended, glorified body and 
sacramental body, and in asserting, on the other hand, a distinction of 
some kind between the body as crucified and the body as glorified. 
In his 1629 Stricturae, Andrewes used the word "spiritual" to 
describe the eucharistic body and in explicit opposition to the "true 
and proper body of Christ": 
Wherein yet, lest any might mistake it with the 
Cardinal, with a wrong Croyoit, comae contenant 
Ze vray et propre corps de Christ, Saint Augustine 
presently is careful to warn his auditors, that 
the word manducat there is to be spiritually 
understood, and he bringeth in Christ thus speaking; 
Non hoc corpus, quod videtis, manducaturi estis, et 
bibituri ilium sanguinem, quem fusuri sunt, qui me 
crucifigent. Sacramentum aliquod vobis commendavi; 
spirituaZiter inteZZectum vivificavit Vos. Etsi 
necesse est iZZud visibiZiter celebrari, opportet 
tarnen invisibiZiter inteZZigi. Which show that 
Saint Augustine was not3pgf the Cardinal's Croyoit 
touching the Sacrament. 
It seems that Andrewes intended here to reject any notion that the very 
"corporeality" of Christ's body is present in the sacrament and is 
received by the communicant's body. This, undoubtedly, is what he 
understood Cardinal du Perron to have defended when he had stated that 
the Greek Fathers n'entendent pas le mot, 'spiritueZZementy, excZurre la 
corporei'te, ny de Za chose recug, ny de Z'organe par ZequeZ eZZe se 
regoit... 
36 
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That Andrewes, in his literary dispute with du Perron, was 
opposing the identification of the empirical, literal body of Christ 
with what is received on earth in the eucharist is supported by ideas 
which he had expressed earlier. In his 1610 Responsio, for example, 
he stated in his discussion of the eucharistic sacrifice that, if the 
doctrine of transubstantiation were eliminated, there would be no 
argument about the sacrifice. The Church of England would not allow 
a Christ made of bread to be sacrificed, however. 
37 
The point which 
Andrewes was making is not merely that the substance of bread remains, 
but that the Roman doctrine of sacrifice is wrong because it is based 
on the notion that the very body of Christ itself is present and thus 
can be sacrificed. If this foundational belief were done away with, 
agreement could be had on the basis of "a memory of the sacrifice", he 
claimed. 
38 
Four years later in his 1616 Whitsunday sermon, he 
described the eucharistic presence in terms of power and virtue: "And 
so receiving it, He that breathed Christ , and He That was breathed 
the Holy Spirit, both of Them vouchsafe to breathe into those holy 
mysteries a Divine power and virtue, and make them to us the bread of 
life, and the cup of salvation... ". 
39 
This passage suggests a 
eucharistic presence, but certainly not of the very flesh and blood of 
Christ. It seems to favour, as W. Goode has pointed out, a "virtual 
presence" in the elements. 
40 
Moreover, one must keep in mind 
Andrewes' 1621 Easter sermon (supra, pp. 256-57 )) where he taught that 
Christ's ascension means that faith, elevated to where He is, is 
required in order to "touch Him and take hold of" Him. 
It is possible that what one finds in Andrewes' teaching is 
similar to what one finds in Calvin's - the use of 'real' presence 
language, going so far as to affirm the participation of the communicant 
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in the "substance" of Christ, but founded upon the sursum Gorda 
understanding of participation, whereby faith is lifted up to Christ 
sitting in heaven. 
41 
This would mean, then, that Andrewes' 
eucharistic doctrine rested on the Reformed 'true' presence idea of 
Christ's body as an empirical, self-contained and limited object present 
in heaven, and not on earth. Such a perspective certainly was part of 
Andrewes' teaching. Nonetheless, throughout his writings and sermons 
from 1609 to 1629, one also finds, as we have already seen (supra, pp. 
189 ff. ), the idea that Christ's body is present on the altar and in the 
elements. This suggests some notion of a simultaneous presence of the 
body both in heaven and on earth. Both conceptualizations - the sursum 
corda approach and the simultaneous presence doctrine - can be found in 
Andrewes' teaching. This unresolved tension helps to explain why both 
"high-churchmen" and "low-churchmen" have been able to appeal to him in 
support of their own positions. Maurice F. Reidy has described the 
situation like this: 
Andrewes' theology of the Holy Eucharist has 
received relatively great attention from 
competent scholars, yet it is so indecisive and 
involved as to leave them in uncertainty as to 
his exact doctrinal position... It was not 
easy for Andrewes to formulate within the 
limits of the Thirty-nine Articles a doctrine 
which would at the sue time satisfy his 
devotional appetite. 
In his first series of notes on the Prayer Book, Cosin stated that 
the body and blood of Christ are "really and substantially present, and 
so exhibited and given to all that receive it; and all this not after 
a physical and sensual manner, but after a heavenly and invisible, and 
incomprehensible manner". 
43 
The clue for understanding what Cosin 
meant by this "substantial" presence lies in his use of the teaching of 
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the Jesuit theologian Maldonatus. This Roman Catholic, Cosin argued, 
by acknowledging the difference between the sign which is seen and the 
thing signified - i. e., the body of Christ - which is not seen, 
... approves of our doctrine, and condemns that 
gross conceit of the ignorant papists, that think 
they see, and taste, and chew the very Body of 
Christ, corporally, which every man abhors to 
conceive, even the best learned among the papists 
as well. I cannot see where any real difference 
is betwixt us about this real presence, if we 
would give over the study of cQrtradiction, and 
understand one another aright. 
Maldonatus, standing in the Thomist stream of thinking, 
45 
had argued 
that the body of Christ is vere, essentialiter, subs tantia Zi ter, reali- 
ter in the sacrament. 
46 
This did not mean that Christ's body is 
literally devoured or ground to pieces or broken. 
47 
Rather, it meant 
that Christ is present according to a mode, similar to that of the 
spirit in a body, such that the total Christ is present in each particle 
of the sacramental elements without occupying space. 
48 
The physical 
body of Christ occupies space through its "accidents", not through its 
"essence", and it is according to its "essence" or "substance" that the 
body is in the eucharist. 
49 
It is this highly philosophical and subtle 
interpretation of the sacramental presence which Cosin found to be not 
so distant from his, and the English Church's, understanding of the 
sacrament. 
What Cosin repudiated in "that gross conceit of the ignorant 
papists" was that tradition of eucharistic thinking and popular piety 
which conceived of the accidents of bread and wine only as veils hiding 
the very real and concrete body of Christ, but which could, if God so 
willed, be dropped and allow the communicant even to see Christ in the 
host. The principle of such miraculous visions at Mass, such as the 
famous "Mass of St. Gregory", had been defended in medieval Nominalist 
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theological circles, but denied by Thomas, for whom a presence by means 
of the substantia of Christ's body excluded, by definition, any sense- 
experiences of the literal flesh of Christ. 
50 
The eucharistic body of 
Christ, he argued, is not subject to the senses, to sight, or to 
imagination, but only to the intellect! 
51 
It is understandable why 
Cosin, as a divine having inherited the Reformed 'true' presence 
tradition, could feel an affinity towards Maldonatus the Thomist, and 
others of the "best learned among the papists". Both traditions were 
concerned to exclude the idea of the literal physical body of Christ 
being contained in the sacrament. 
52 
Cosin, however, sided with the 
latter over against his Anglican heritage inasmuch as he claimed that 
the body of Christ is "substantially present, and so exhibited and given 
to all that receive it" (supra, p. 195) - an objective presence of 
Christ's body on earth in terms of its "substance". 
A number of years later, in his 1651 Christmas sermon, Cosin 
contrasted (as Andrewes had done before him) a "spiritual" presence with 
a corporeal or bodily presence and manducation. After quoting the same 
passage from St. Augustine which Andrewes had used - Non enim hunt 
/inteZZectum 
carnem quem videtis, manducaturi estis, sed spirituaZzter /tsupra, p. 324) 
- he asserted that the "true Catholic doctrine of the Church" is the 
spiritual eating. The "gross and corporal manner" is not "Catholic". 
53 
In his Ascension sermon of the same year, he distinguished between what 
he called the "bodily, corporal and fleshly manner" and the "spiritual 
presence", understanding the former to imply position in one place at 
a time and the latter as a mode which enables Christ to be present in a 
ubiquitous manner, "For by His Spirit He can be everywhere truly and 
really every where, where it pleaseth Him... ". 
54 
' The corporeal, visible 
presence was removed so that the spiritual, invisible presence might 
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follow. 
55 
Christ "is gone and taken up into heaven" and will not 
return "in any bodily manner" until "the time of restitution". 
56 
Christ is no longer with the Church according to a "bodily or fleshly 
manner of being": 
And if either St. Paul says true here, or St. Luke 
true here, the truth is, they are but in a cloud 
still that fancy His fleshly presence to be still 
among them; it is a cloud in their own heads, that, 
for Christ is where He should be; this cloud has 
taken His bodily ag9 fleshly manner of being here, 
from among us all. 
There is a certain ambiguity in this language. Cosin could have meant 
to exclude no more than what he did in his first series of notes when he 
stated that Christ's body is not present in the eucharist "after a 
physical and sensual manner". Or, he could have meant that the body of 
Christ is only present in heaven, and not on earth except indirectly 
through the power and influence of the Holy Spirit. 
In his 1656 Historia Transubstantiationis Papalis, Cosin explicitly 
asserted that the very substance of Christ is received in the sacrament, 
not just the merits or fruit of His passion: 
Non enim dicimus, merita tantum mortis Christi 
per sacrata symbola significari, sed ipsum verum 
Corpus quod pro nobis crucifixum... non dicimus, 
in hac sacra Coena, nos tantum esse participes 
fructus mortis et passionis Christi, sed funduni 
ipsum cum fructibus, qui ab Ipso ad nos redeant, 
conjungimus; asserentes cum Apostolo, 'Panem 
quern frangimus esse xoi. vcOvCav Corporis Christi, 
et poculum Sanguinis Ejus conimunicatione', (imo, 
in eadem Ma substantia, quarr accepit in utero 58 Virginis, et quarr sursum in coeZos invenit; ).... 
He also stated that the very, true nature of Christ's body and a real, 
substantial presence is exhibited in the sacrament (quwn ipsam veram 
naturam Corporis Christi, et realem ac substantialem praesentiam, nobis 
in sacra comnunione exhiberi). 
59 
He even suggested in one passage that 
if it were not for the bread, which conceals the body of Christ, one 
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would be able to see it: ... nam, quum ibi Betur et sumatur, onnino 
oportet ut adsit, Zicet sacramento suo quasi contectum sit, et ibi, ut 
in se est, conspici nequeat... 
60 
Cosin also described the presence as rmystica et saeramentaZis, 
meaning that the name, properties and effects of the thing signified are 
given to the sign. 
61 
There is, he asserted, a difference between the 
mystical body which is present in the sacrament and the natural form of 
a human body (formam humani corporis naturaZem). The difference, 
however, is that of manner and exhibition, rather than of subject, since 
the sacramental body is none other than that which was given into death 
by Christ for man's redemption. 
62 
The orthodox and holy doctors of the 
primitive Catholic Church unanimously taught that the presence of the 
body of Christ in the sacrament is soZam spiritualem et mrysticam 
praesentiam, he argued. 
63 
Cosin stressed in this late treatise, no less than in his earlier 
notes, the identity between the heavenly body and the eucharistic body. 
In one passage, however, he rejected the Thomistic understanding of the 
eucharistic presence. (He may have been influenced in this regard by 
Taylor's 1654 The Real Presence, which he eventually obtained for his 
own library. The book is still in Cosin's library at Durham. ) To 
claim that Christ is spiritually present according to a manner whereby 
He is wholly and entirely in each part of the host, as spirits are 
present, and to claim that although He is not seen, touched or moved 
in Himself, yet is seen, touched and moved with respect to the 
accidents of bread and wine, is an understanding derived from neither 
the Scriptures nor the Fathers, he argued. 
64 
Despite his continuing willingness to identify the eucharistic 
body with Christ's human body, Cosin's thinking had shifted in such a 
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way that he no longer conceived of an objective "substantial" 
presence in the elements in the Thomistic sense. Rather, as we saw in 
previous chapters, the emphasis on a presence in the usus, and the role 
of faith and the Holy Spirit became for Cosin the crucial links with 
Christ's body, as it was for the Reformed tradition. We must remind 
ourselves again that in this work, he praised Calvin's teaching in no 
uncertain terms: ... cujus 
CCalvin'sJ verba (cum in Institutionibus, 
tum alibi) talia sunt, et priscorum patrum styZo ac menti tam 
convenientia, ut Reformatorum Catholicorum nemo aliis uti desideraret. 
65 
Although Cosin had abandoned belief in a presence of 'the substance of 
Christ's body in the earthly elements, he, nevertheless, retained the 
belief in a "spiritual and mystical" reception of the very "substance" 
of Christ. 
In 1624, Montague acknowledged, as Andrewes had done in a sermon 
two years previously, that the "whatness" of the eucharistic presence 
concerns Christ's 'substance'. "A bare figure, he wrote in A New 
Gagg for an Old Goose, "is but a phantasme. He [Christ] gave substance, 
and really subsisting essence, who said, This is my body: This is my 
bloud. "66 He expressed this participation in Christ's substance again 
in his witty attacks on his Roman opponent: "Poore woodcock or 
Catholique Cockscomb, that sendest a Protestant to seek a figure, who 
is as reall and substantiall as any Papist. "67 But what did Montague 
mean by'these assertions? Even his opponents were somewhat befuddled 
by such statements. The Puritans, S. Ward and J. Yates, in their 
A Dangerous Plot Discovered (1626), claimed that Montague's language 
in this regard was "little more than a riddle". To say that Christ 
gives "substance & really subsisting essence" could mean one of three 
things: 1. It could be a reference to the substance of bread and 
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wine, which would be true; 2) It could be a reference to the 
substance of Christ's body, which is present in the sacrament, as the 
Council of Trent taught; this would be a false understanding; 3) It 
could mean that "after an heavenly and spirituall manner, that is to 
say, unto faith" Christ gives His substance. If this is what Montague 
meant, Ward and Yates, argued, then "he saith trrne, and thus he must 
say, or disclaime the faith of the Church of England". 
68 
It is significant that these two Puritans, who intended to prove 
that Montague was attempting to introduce Roman doctrine into the Church 
of England, could-not demonstrate that he had actually done so in terms 
of the "Whatness" of the eucharist. The most they could show was an 
ambiguity in what he could have meant. 
Despite this difficulty in understanding his language, it is 
certain that Montague did not accept a presence of Christ's literal 
flesh. "It is not said", he argued, "This is my body corporally; eaten 
orally; there carnally; conceived of grossely". 
69 "This cannot be, say 
the Protestants", Montague claimed. The reason why "the manner cannot 
be so conceived" is that the "carnal sense" of the eucharistic words 
is "contraried" by other passages of Scripture. As an example, he cited 
John 6: '63, "the flesh profiteth nothing", a text which is "against 
carnall eating of Christ's flesh as can be". 
7° 
This passage must refer 
to Christ's flesh, Montague argued, and it must mean that the flesh of 
Christ carnally understood, as in the doctrine of transubstantiation, 
is useless; otherwise, itpould be "absurd" and "impious" to suggest 
that Christ's flesh, which gives life, can also in some cases profit 
nothing. 
71 
This discussion by Montague indicates that he understood the 
eucharistic institution and the discourse on eating the flesh of Christ 
in John 6 as referring to the same manducation, and that he rejected 
the corporeal presence, which'would provide the foundation for a "carnal" 
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or oral reception of Christ's body. Moreover, he expressly rejected 
"consubstantiation" together with transubstantiation as the "unexplic- 
able Labyrinths" which amused, distracted and only served to set the 
world in division. They offer nothing for "piety", nor did they 
provide any "information" about the presence. 
72 
While Montague's description of the nature of Christ's body in 
the eucharist was not very complete, what he did say suggests that, 
whatever he might have positively understood by the term "substance", 
he did not intend this to be equated with the literal corporeal flesh 
of Jesus. In this respect, he stood in continuity with the Reformed 
'true' presence tradition of the sixteenth-century. 
Forbes, undoubtedly aware of what the teaching of his brothers 
south of the border had been during the 1620's, registered his 
agreement in Considerationes Modestae with all those theologians who 
taught a true, real and substantial presence: Tutissima et rectissima 
videtur illorwn Protestantium aZiorumque sententia, quia corpus et 
sanguinem Christi vere, realiter, et substantialiter in Eucharistia 
adesse et sumi existimant, imo firmisisime credunt. . . 
73 He also 
approved of the 1557 confession of the Reformed churches of France and 
Switzerland to the Lutherans at Worms, in which it was confessed that 
the very substance of Christ, His very body and blood (sed ipsam etiam 
FiZii hominis substantiam, ipsam, inquam, veram carnem &c. et verum 
ilium sanguinem) are represented exhibited and offered (representari, 
exhiberi, offeri) in the eucharist. 
74 
Nevertheless, Forbes denied that 
the bread is the substantial body of Christ itself and that it contains 
the body of Christ corporeally, ... licet panis mysticus nec 
substantialiter sit ipsumnet Christi corpus, neque etiam corporaliter 
idem in se, &c. contineat. 
75 
This' statement,, however, may only be 
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intended to deny the locus of the presence as being the bread itself. 
It is important to remember in this context that Forbes understood 
Christ's eucharistic body to be received neither by mouth nor only by 
faith, but to be received in a mysterious fashion by both body and 
soul (supra., p. 273 ). 
76 
He also accepted the possibility of a 
simultaneous presence of Christ's body in heaven and on earth. They 
err most gravely, he argued, who teach that Christ, because He is 
circumscribed in place in heaven, cannot really or in very deed be 
present in the sacrament. All the faithful, Forbes claimed, confess 
and profess the ascension and session at the Father's right hand and 
deny that Christ visibly or invisibly descends from heaven to be 
locally in the Supper or in the symbols: 
Denique gravissime erratur, quando 'Christum 
non esse realiter in Eucharistia, hisce 
ratiunculis urgetur'; 'Christus est in coelo, 
loco circumscriptus, &c. igitur non est reipsa 
vel realiter in Eucharistia'. Nemo enim sanae 
mentis Christum e coelo vel de dextra Patris 
descendere visibiliter auf invisibiliter, ut 
'in coena vel signisýýlocaliter ads it', 
existimat: .... 
All confess that the mode of eucharistic presence is not naturaZem, 
corporalem, carnalem, ZocaZern per se, but is supernaturalem and 
without äny departure from heaven. 
78 
Zwingli and Oecolampadius conceded to the Lutherans, and therefore 
to the Romanists as well, Forbes asserted, that God is able to bring 
it about that one body should be in different places at the same time. 
They only requested that it should be shown that God actually wills this 
to happen in the eucharist. Forbes expressed his approval of this 
attitude by saying, Utincvn hic pedem fixissent, nec ulterius progressi 
fuissent discipuii! The Calvinist divine Zachary Ursinus from 79 
Heidelberg, addressing the Lutheran theologian Jacobus Andreas at the 
conference of Maibrun, said that the Reformed do not enquire or discuss 
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whether God in His omnipotence is able to make a body to be in several 
places at the same time, but only whether He wills to do so. 
80 While 
Forbes approved of this position, he expressed doubt as to whether 
it was actually the position held by Reformed theologians. Referring 
to Ursinus' claim, he wrote, Quam vere haec ultima dicta sunt, judicet 
Lector aequus. 
81 
He may have had in mind Calvin's assertion that to 
confess the body's presence in several places would be to accept a 
"mere phantom" 
82 
or an "immensity" which constituted a "monstrous 
ubiquity". 
83 
Forbes also cited Peter martyr's 1549 disputation regarding the 
eucharist, in which he was willing to grant that Christ's body can 
penetrate another solid body, but denied that one body can simultaneously 
be present in more places than one. 
84 
For Forbes, however, this seemed 
to be inappropriate, since both actions seemed equally absurd and 
impossible according to nature, but appeared to be possible for God. 
85 
After citing various authors, some holding opinions similar to 
that of Martyr, Forbes appealed to an English philosopher and doctor 
of medicine, John Case (? -1600), who had argued that by divine power 
it is possible for a body to exist in more places than one at the 
same time. It would not be a contradiction of nature if God were to 
do this, since nature is subject to His will and power and is not 
immutable, but flexible and changeable. Moreover, Case argued, in the 
mysteries of God, incredulity is the infideZitatis filia and gives 
birth to only nominal Christians. If one does not see the reason or 
possibility of something, he should not therefore conclude, Haec fabula 
est, fiert non potest. Without contradiction it is possible for God 
to bring it about that a body is in two places at once, or that two 
bodies exist in one place simultaneously. The One who formed everything 
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out of nothing, who caused a body to be resurrected through a sealed 
tomb and who enabled a body to enter a room through closed doors, is 
able to perform this. 
86 
Of this Englishman's writings, Forbes commented, 
Viri moderationem commendo. Saepe etiam est aliter valde opportuna 
Zocutus. 87 Desiring to allow for the possibility of God's power to 
effect the presence of Christ's body in the eucharistic celebration 
on earth, without any local movement of the body from its heavenly 
place, 
88Forbes 
maintained that in questions involving seeming contra- 
dictions one should accept what is clearly stated in Scripture and 
take care not to restrain too much the infinite power of God to the 
common course of nature and the comprehension of reason. 
89 
One should understand this allowance by Forbes that Christ's body 
can be present simultaneously in various places, in conjunction with 
1. his claim that what is given in the eucharist is different from 
what is given in the Word and Baptism, 2. his affirmation that the 
communicant's body receives Christ's body, and 3. his defence of 
Lutherans and Roman Catholics against the charges of Cannibalism, 
drinking of blood, etc. (supra, p. 275 ). Here one sees severe cracks 
in the foundation of Reformed eucharistic teaching, which understood 
Christ's "body" to be a self-contained empirical object resident in 
heaven and accessible to men on earth only in terms of faith. Forbes 
was venturing very close to the 'real' presence understanding of a 
substantial presence of Christ's body simultaneously in heaven and 
in the celebrations of the eucharist on earth, and as something 
received not only by the communicant's mind or soul, but by his body 
as well. That he did not move entirely into this orbit of thought is 
shown by his denials of a presence in the elements themselves, of 
manducatio oralis and of mznducatio impiorum. The presence of these 
two strands of thinking stood in unresolved tension in Forbes' 
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exposition of the eucharistic presence. 
When we turn to Laud's thinking, we find a eucharistic theology 
which changed over the years. In his diary there is found the 
following entry, dated 5 February, 1622: 
Wednesday, I came to London. I went that night 
to his majesty, hearing he had sent for me. He 
delivered me a book to read and observe. It 
was a tract of a Capuchin, that had once been 
a Protestant. He was now with the French 
ambassador. The tract was to prove that Christ's 
body was in two places at once, in the 
apparition to St. Paul. Acts. ix. 90 
The observations made by Laud on this tract still exist, and in them 
he identifies himself with the teaching which holds that the body of 
Christ does not exist in two places simultaneously. Against the 
Cappuchin's statement that Christ spoke with His own mouth on the way 
to Damascus, and not from heaven, Laud observed: "This follows not 
howsoever: for he might speak with His proper mouth and yet from 
heaven: If the author deny this, himself must deny the omnipotence 
of Christ". 
91 
Likewise, I Corinthians 9: 1 does not say that St. Paul 
saw Christ "on earth", but only that he "really" saw Him. 
92 
Laud 
argued that it might have happened that Christ left heaven in order 
to appear to St. Paul, since Scripture does not say that He did not 
leave heaven at that time. The heavens contain Christ not as a prison 
would, he asserted, but as a house: "That it is contrary of that 
Translation, the heavens must contain Him: Non est; nam coeZum 
continet Eum ut 'Domus', non ut 'Carcer'. 
93 
Neither Calvin nor Beza 
claimed that Christ was enclosed or shut up (concZudi) in heaven, Laud 
argued. 
94 
Nor is Christ's body "nailed" to heaven; rather, upon 
special dispensation, His body can be out of heaven when He so wills 
95 
Laud attacked the tract's author for using the phrase, nihil impossible 
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Deo, against the "sacramentarians" who claimed "that this axiom hath 
some exception". In the following notation, Laud applied this principle 
to eucharistic doctrine: "I hope the Rom: themselves will not say 
that Corpus Christi Ttept, yp&wroV (i. e. modo qumtitativo circumscriptum) 
in sacra coena esse: and so in that the sacramentaries do no more 
oppose God's omnipotency than they themselves do". 
96 
Laud's point was 
that the Reformed denial that Christ's body is both in heaven and in 
the earthly eucharist simultaneously, is no more a limiting of God's 
power than the Roman claim that the body of Christ is in the eucharist, 
but under a mode other than its presence in heaven. 
In his observations on this tract, Laud made it clear that his 
repudiation of the Roman attempt to prove the presence of Christ's body 
in two places was also a refusal to admit the doctrine of ubiquity. 
He accused the Cappuchin author of sounding just like Schlusselburge, 
97 
a Lutheran theologian cited by-the author against Reformed eucharistic 
theology: 
The author is almost nothing himself but 
Schlusselburge transscribed; as appears in 
every page ad page 15. Why then if he 
approves this Lutheran's judgement against 
the Sacramentaries, he must maintain his 
grounds too and defend ubiquity of Christ's 
body, which I hope he will not. 
98 
In his notations, Laud also attacked the tendency to play down the 
implications of the physical ascension, which he saw Schlusselburge 
as doing; "Whereas this Lutheran here doth read the Text Quod coelum 
susceperit Christum; sed quod Christus acceperit coelum", he wrote. 
And again, "The Greek text is ambiguous, but sure the Lutheran not 
right in the sense". 
99 
On the basis of these observations by Laud on 
the Cappuchin tract, it is possible to see that while he did not 
exclude the possibility of a special dispensation by which Christ's 
body might be out of heaven, he did refect both ubiquity and the 
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teaching of a simultaneous presence of Christ's literal body. 
In his 1636 "Starr-chamber" speech, however, Laud claimed that 
Christ's presence in the eucharist is different from, and superior to, 
His presence in the spoken Gospel: "'This is My body'; but in the 
pulpit 'tis at most, but Hoc est verbum meum, 'This is }1y word'. And 
a greater reverence, no doubt, is due to the body than to the word of 
the Lord". 
100 
This statement implies that there is something unique 
about the "Whatness" of the eucharistic presence, in much the same way 
as Forbes distinguished between the body of Christ received in the 
sacrament and as received through the Word and Baptism (supra, p. 336). 
(It is not a question of indebtedness to Forbes on Laud's part, since 
Forbes' Considerationes Modestae was not published until 1658. ) Laud's 
language, in fact, suggests that Christ's body itself is present on the 
/be 
altar. Otherwise, there would/no sense in his claim that what is 
present deserves more reverence than God's word. Here, then, one finds 
a bold, but unfortunately undeveloped, statement which has more in 
common with the Roman and Lutheran 'real' presence teaching than with 
Reformed 'true' presence doctrine. 
Three years later in, his Conference with Fisher, in his attempt 
to explain Cranmer's rejection of the word "really" with reference to 
the eucharistic presence, Laud argued that this was due to the Arch- 
bishop's understanding of the word as meaning corporaZiter or a "natural 
body and organical". 
101 
Laud associated this latter understanding with 
that of Bellarmine and the Church of Rome. Bellarmine, he argued, 
contradicted himself because, on the one hand, he claimed there are 
many arguments which prove that the body of Christ is eaten corporeally, 
Quod autem corporaliter et proprie, probari potest omnibus argumentis, 
102 
and, on the other hand, he admitted that Christ is not in the sacrament 
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corporeally, i. e., according to the manner by which natural bodies exist, 
non dicemus corporaZiter, i. e. eo modo, quo suapte natura existunt 
corpora. 
103 
Bellarmine was either "in a notorious contradiction " or 
Christ is existent in the sacrament one way and received another, "which 
is a gross absurdity", according to Laud. 
104 
He also cited The Institution 
of a Christian Man, produced during Henry VIII's reign, as evidence that 
a corporeal presence is implied by the doctrine of transubstantiation: 
"Under the form and figure of bread and wine, the very body and blood 
of Christ is corporeally, really, &c., exhibited and received". 
105 
After 
this, Laud cited the words of Thomas Aquinas which teach that since the 
substance of Christ's body is not despoiled of its dimensions or of its 
other accidents, it follows that they are in this sacrament through 
natural concomitance (Quia tarnen substantia corporis Christi realiter 
non dividitur a sua quantitate dimensiva, et ab aliis accidentibus, 
inde est, quod ex vi realis concomitantiae est in hoc sacramento Iota 
quantitas dimensiva corporis Christi, et omnia accidentia ejus. ). 
106 
The purpose behind Laud's citation of these Roman materials was to 
demonstrate that his opponents, in the final analysis, had to admit a 
presence of the body as "natural" and "organical" if they wanted to 
hold a 'corporeal' presence, a position which Laud himself repudiated. 
This, however, does not entirely answer the question of how Laud 
understood the '\ahatness" of the eucharist. The above statements were 
part of a polemical defence of the Anglican tradition against Roman 
attack. They can legitimately be interpreted as meaning no more than 
a rejection of Christ's presence on earth according to the mode of a 
body. This is not to say that the sixteenth-century Anglicans and 
Calvin, all of whom Laud was defending, had taught what Laud claimed 
they had taught. Rather, he seems to have utilized their statements in 
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defence of his own understanding of "the true and substantial presence 
of Christ in the Eucharist". 
107 
The "true and real body of Christ", he 
argued, is present not only in the "supper in heaven", but also "in 
and at the Eucharist". 
108 
It is significant that he praised Ridley's 
'real' presence sounding language that the true and natural Body and 
Blood of Christ, even that which was born of the Virgin Mary, which 
ascended into heaven, which sitteth on the right hand of God the Father" 
is present in the sacrament. 
109 
He also appealed to Calvin as having 
taught a true and substantial communication of the body and a 
participation in the substance of Christ. 
110 
While Laud rejected the 
term "corporeal" in this treatise, as well as throughout the rest of 
his career, 
111he 
seems to have come close, as Stone has pointed out, 
to accepting "the positive doctrine which the more theologically 
minded advocates of Transubstantiation had at heart"112- a reference, 
undoubtedly to the Thomists. Referring to Bellarmine's statement that 
the conversion of bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ is 
substantial, but after a secret and ineffable manner, Laud commented, 
"Now, if he had left out 'conversion', and affirmed only Christ's 'real 
presence' there, after a mysterious, and indeed an ineffable, manner, 
no man could have spoken better. "113 
This would mean, then, that Laud's thinking had shifted from the 
1620's when he had rejected out of hand the notion that Christ's body 
is simultaneously present in heaven and on earth according to 
different modes of being. He now reinterpreted the Reformed 'true' 
presence tradition in order to allow for this possibility. Nonetheless, 
he remained tied to his Reformed roots by still insisting that the only 
way to eat the eucharistic body, present according to an ineffable and 
mysterious manner, is faith (supra, p. 277 ). Whether or not this 
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latter statement is a logical contradiction of his belief in the 
essential oneness of the eucharistic body and the heavenly body is one 
matter. That Laud did not understand this to be the case is another 
one altogether. Like both Andrewes and Montague before him, Laud 
utilized "substantialist" language, but he was more explicit than they 
had been in speaking of a "substantial" presence on earth in the 
eucharist. 
In the writings of Andrewes, Cosin, Montague, Forbes and Laud we 
find the claim that what is given in the eucharist is indeed the very 
body of Christ. This is coupled with their willingness to describe it 
in terms of the "substance" of Christ. At the same time, in various 
ways they rejected the notion that this meant His literal, physical 
body. Already in the sixteenth century this had been maintained by 
various defenders of the Reformed 'true' presence doctrine, notably 
by Calvin, whose writings, as we pointed out in the first chapter, had 
become popular in Anglican circles during the Elizabethan years, and 
whose teaching in this regard Laud explicitly cited. In his Institution, 
for example, Calvin taught that the communicant participates in the 
"substance" of Christ. 
114 
While there may be some question as to what 
he positively meant by this term, it is certain that he did not mean 
the literal, physical body of Christ, which he understood to be finite 
and not to be present on earth in the earth. 
115 
The Caroline divines, 
as Calvin had done, accepted the appropriateness of "substance" 
language, but unlike him, some of them were also willing to conceive 
of this substantial presence as being on earth. 
This latter tendency was not unlike that found in the medieval 
'realist' school. Thomas Aquinas, the great formulator of this 
realism' in terms of eucharistic theology had taught that Christ's 
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body is present in the earthly elements according to "substance". By 
'substance', he understood the "heart of a thing underlying the sense 
appearances", as William Barden has described his teaching. 
116 
The 
"substance" of Christ's body in the eucharist was for Thomas something 
which has no extension, is not visible, cannot be weighed, is not local, 
and is perceptible only to the intellect. 
117 
Hardt has described this 
teaching as meaning that the reality of the sacrament exists only in 
the ideal world of thought: Blatt in tankens ideala värld existerar 
sakramentets verklighet. 
118 
The inspiration behind Thomas' doctrine 
of "substance" is, undoubtedly, the "Forms" of Plato, which Plato 
understood to be the objects of true knowledge, stable, abiding, the 
object of intelligence and not of sense. 
119 
During the latter part of the sixteenth-century and first half of 
the seventeenth century, the English neo-Platonic revival, which was 
to culminate later in the century with the "Cambridge Platonists", was 
beginning. Platonism had coloured the Aristotelianism of Everard Digby 
(floxui t 1590), and in 1599 Sir John Davies had published his philo- 
sophical poem Nosca Teipsum, utilizing Platonic as wall as Aristotelian 
ideas. 
120 
Robert Greville, Lord Brooke, (1608-1643) was "the first 
Englishman to present in an original treatise the fundamental ideas 
which, later in the sarge century, bore riper fruit in the works of the 
Cambridge Platonists". 
121 
Brooke understood "all the diversities of 
things - even space and time themselves" to be "without reality" and 
to be only appearance to our apprehension". 
122 
Certain of the 
philosophical ideas of Lord Herbert of Cherbury (1583-1648), were also 
123 
forerunners to those of the Cambridge Platonic school. Henry More 
(1614-1687), one of the first representatives of this school, took 
. his degree at Christ's College in 1630 and 
began to study "the Platonic 
writers, Marsilius Ficinus, Plotinus himself, Mercurius Trismegistus, 
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and the mystical divines". 
124 Others to be included in this school 
are Benjamin Whichcote (1609-1683), John Smith (1616-1652), Ralph 
Cudworth (1617-1688), Nathaniel Culverwel (1618-1651) and Peter Sterry 
(1613-1672), all of whom were Anglican priests. 
It may be that this neo-Platonic revival occurring on the 
philosophical level during the seventeenth century is reflected in 
Caroline eucharistic theology. Perhaps it further encouraged the use 
of "substantialist" categories, which, of course, had been found in 
certain circles of Reformed tl3ology (as well as in Roman and Lutheran 
theology) since the previous century. It may have lent support to 
that tendency found at times among the Caroline divines, to reject a 
presence of Christ's literal flesh and yet to affirm a "substantial" 
presence of it, even on earth. In this way the Platonic tendencies 
of the age may have inspired, at least in part, their eucharistic 
theology in a direction not so far removed from that of Aquinas. The 
relationship betweem philosophy and theology in the early seventeenth 
century is an area which requires research. 
126 
In Taylor's eucharistic theology we shall see a more obvious 
connection between his doctrine and the Platonic revival. Like the 
earlier Caroline divines he taught that the body received in the 
eucharist is Christ's body. In his 1654 The Real Presence, for example, 
he stated that there is only one body, natural, crucified and glorified, 
and that in the eucharist this body broken on the cross is present 
and received, "yet in another manner". When "fathers", such as Jerome, 
Clement of Alexandria and Ratramus, and Protestant divines denied that 
the eucharistic body is the body born of the Virgin and crucified on 
the cross, their meaning was only to deny that the body is eaten "in 
a natural sense", and they employed. the term corpus spirituale to 
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express this understanding. When they identified the sacramental 
body as the body crucified, their intention was "to speak of the same 
thing in several manners of being and operating". 
127 
It "is really 
Christ's body, which is verily and indeed taken of the faithful in the 
Lord's Supper", he stated. 
128 
Taylor rejected, however, the Thomistic placement of Christ's 
body under the bread by means of the substance theory. It is essential, 
he argued, for a natural body to have one part without the other 
(partem extra partem). If the whole body were to be in the smallest 
piece of bread, how could the parts of the body be distinct? If there 
were no distinction of parts and none possessed its own portion of 
space, "a body [could] not be a body", and could not be distinguished 
from a spirit. 
129 
Taylor dismissed for several reasons Aquinas' 
assertion that the body of Christ is in the sacrament according to 
the manner of substance, and "so is whole in the whole". 
130 
To claim 
that a body is not there according to the nature of a body, but of 
substance, is "not sense", he asserted. Also, "to be in a place after 
the manner of substance, is not to be in a place at all: for 
'substantia' hath in it no relation to a place, till it be specificated 
to a body or a spirit". 
131 
He rejected the words, "corporeally", "substantially", "naturally", 
and "really", 
132as improperly descriptive of the eucharistic presence 
when these were understood as meaning that Christ's body 1. is present 
in such a way as to be given to the mouths of communicants and to be 
chewed with the teeth, 
133and 2. is present "with the nature of a body" 
but in the manner of a spirit as distinguished from a body. He was 
explicit in what he saw as the Roman misunderstanding of a presence 
after the manner of spirits: 
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For he [Bellarmine] intends not (for all these fine 
words) that Christ's body is present spiritually, 
as the word is used in Scripture, and in all common 
notices of usual speaking; but spiritually, with him, 
signifies after the manner of spirits, - which, besides 
that it is a cozening the world in the manner of 
expression, is also a direct folly and contradiction, 
that a body should be substantially present, that is, 
with the nature of a body, naturally, - and yet be not 
as a body but as a spirit, with that manner of being 
with which a spirit is distinguished from a body. 
134 
What Taylor in the above passages wanted to exclude was any notion 
that the proper, literal flesh of Christ is invisibly and non-spatially 
present under the form of bread. His opposition to a presence of the 
"natural" or "corporeal" body of Christ in the eucharist on earth can 
be seen in his denial of either "actual" or "potential" ubiquity: 
And I would fain know how it will be answered, 
that they attribute to the body of Christ, which 
is his own creature, the incommunicable attribute 
of uniquity, either actually or potentially..... 
And if they think to escape by saying, that they 
do not attribute to it actual ubiquity, but 
potential, - that is, that though he be not, yet 
he may be every where; .... And then it will be 
altogether as bad as any thing can be imagined: 
for it makes the incommunicable attribute of God 
to be communicable to a creature: and not only so, 
but it is worse; for it makes that an actual 
creature may be a potential god, that is not 
a pure act, - a god that is not yet, but shall have 135 a beginning in time. 
Moreover, he understood heaven to be a place, and to be the place 
where Christ's body is located: 
For Christ 'is ascended far above all heavens'; 
and, therefore, to say it is not in a place, or 
that there is not a place where Christ's body is, 
is a ridiculous absurdity. But if there be places 
for bodies above the highest heavens, then the 
highest heavens also is in a place, or may be for 
aught any thing pretended against it. 
136 
There are, Taylor argued, only three "natural proper ways of being 
in a place", "circumscriptive", "definitive" and "repletive". If the 
eucharistic presence were according to the first way, it could be on 
one altar and in one host only; if it were there definitively, it could 
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be only on the altar and nowhere else; the third manner, to be repletive, 
or in many places, was properly attributed to God alone and distinguished 
Him from His creatures. A fourth way, the "sacramental" mode, 
however, had been invented in order to explain the belief that Christ's 
body was in more than one place. If "sacramental" were understood to 
mean that the body is present "figuratively, tropically, representa- 
tively in being, and really in effect and blessing", its usage would be 
proper. A sacramental presence, however, is not a "natural, real being 
in a place, but a relation to a person", unlike the other three which 
were manners of location. 
137 
Christ is in heaven, and this meant that 
while He is still with the Church "by His Spirit", He is "not with us 
in body". 1313 
The key for understanding Taylor's teaching on the nature of 
Christ's body in the eucharist is the word "spiritual". The sacramental 
body is a spiritual body, i. e., Christ's body is present to the spirit 
of the communicant: 
... by 'spiritually' we mean, 'present to our 
spirits only'; that is, so as Christ is not present 
to any other sense but that of faith and spiritual 
susceptum .... They the Romans say, that Christ's 
body is truly present there, as it was upon the cross, 
but not after the manner of all or any body, but 
after that manner of being as an angel is in a place: - 
that is, there spiritually. But we, by the real 
spiritual presence of Christ, do understand Christ to 
be present, as the Spirit of God is present in the 
hearts of the faithful, by blessing and grace; and 
this is all which we mean besides the tropical and 
figurative presence. 139 
This spiritual presence is, according to Taylor, also a "real presence", 
the meaning of which can be easily understood by anyone who believes 
the gifts of the Holy Spirit to be "real graces" and a spirit to be a 
"proper substance". As the "Hellenists" taught, T& V OTIT& are TCL 
övta; things discerned with the mind of man are "more truly and really 
such, and of more excellent substance and reality, than things only- 
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sensible". 
140 
The spiritual presence of Christ is "the most true, 
real, and effective"; Christ is more truly and really attendant in 
spiritual presence and heavenly effect than in corporeal presence and 
natural being, Taylor argued. Because of this, "we [the Church of 
England] are, to the most real purposes, and in the proper sense of 
Scripture, the more real defenders of the real presence of Christ in 
the sacrament", he claimed. 
141 
Taylor in one instance identified the "whatness" of eucharistic 
presence as the power or virtue of the body. The sacrament, he 
maintained, is "the sign of the body which is exhibited in effect and 
spiritual power". 
142 
St. Paul's statement that "this bread is the 
communication of Christ's body" means the "exhibition and donation of 
it", not "formally", but "virtually and effectively"; the bread 
enables one to communicate "with Christ's body in all the effects and 
benefits", he asserted. 
143 
The word "spiritual" indicates that the Holy 
Spirit is acting upon the soul, but does not limit "the article to a 
minute and special manner". Negatively, the word excludes "the corporal 
and natural manner", Taylor argued. To claim that Christ is present 
spiritually means that He is present "by effect and blessing; which, 
in true speaking, is, rather the consequent of his presence than the 
formality". 144 
A sense in which the word "substantial" might be appropriately 
applied to the presence, as some "protestants" did, was also conceded 
by Taylor. This, he acknowledged, "may be the same as that which is in 
the article of Trent; 'Sacramentaliter praesens Salvator substantia sua 
nobis adest, - In substance, but after a sacramental manner: ' .... 
. 145 
If these words are used to mean "really, truly, without fiction or the 
help of fance" and in rei veritate, as Philo called "spiritual things 
civa. y xt. biazat oüaCcu.,, - 'most necessary, useful, and material 
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substances"', they might become an instrument of a united confession. 
146 
The substance of Christ's flesh is given "not to our mouths, but to our 
hearts; not to be chewed by teeth, but to be eaten by faith". 
147 
In Taylor's appeals to the "Hellenists" and to Philo, one can 
discern the influence of the Cambridge Platonists on his thinking, most 
probably in the person of Henry More. Already in 1642 More described 
himself as a follower of Plato and Plotinus. 
148 
In Taylor's later days 
he knew More well and that friendship may have begun already when he 
was an undergraduate at Cambridge. 
149 
Taylor's rejection of a presence 
of Christ's natural physical flesh in the eucharist in favour of a 
"substantial" presence which is "spiritual" bears similarities to More's 
distinction between the substance of matter, which is impenetrable (i. e., 
no particle of matter can be in the same place as another particle), and 
a "spiritual substance" which is penetrable. 
150 
Even though Taylor 
rejected Aquinas' localization of the presence of Christ's body in the 
bread, according to the manner of substance, he, like Thomas, understood 
the "what" of the eucharist to be something perceptible to the intellect 
only. Taylor may have been closer to Thomas' understanding of the 
nature of Christ's body in the eucharist than he realized, since the 
understandings of both men were grounded in Platonic thought. 
Taylor, however, combined this with his Reformed 'true' presence 
emphasis ai a presence only in the usus of the eucharist and as some- 
thing given to the heart and faith, not to the communicant's mouth and 
body. 
Even a positive interpretation of "corporeal" was possible for 
Taylor, although he regarded this term to be the "hardest of explication". 
The expression "may be warrantable, and consonant to our 
[the church of 
England] doctrine", if it were understood to mean no more than "really", 
"without fiction" and "beyond a figure". The Fathers used ft to signify- 
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"everything that is produced from nothing", as Phavorinus said, i. e., 
"everything that is real 'extra non ens', that hath a proper being". 
Th say that Christ is received "corporeally" or "bodily" is to affirm 
that Christ's body is present in the sacrament not only "in type or 
figure", but "in blessing and real effect" and by the ministry of the 
body received into the soul. Also the term can be used to indicate the 
corporeal or material sign or symbol only, as when Christ breathed on 
the apostles, saying, "receive ye the Holy Ghost". 
151 
From these 
expositions of the words, "substantial" and "corporeal", it can be 
seen that Taylor could contenance the use of the terms only insofar as 
they would not contravene his rejection of a presence in the eucharist 
of Christ's natural, proper body. 
A few years later in a letter dated 13 March 1657-58, Taylor 
explicitly stated that Christ's human nature is not the "what" of the 
sacrament: "We may render divine worship to him (as present in the 
blessed sacrament according to his human nature) without danger of 
idolatry: because he is not there according to his human nature """"152 
/he 
In his 1660 The Worthy Communicant, / reiterated the distinction 
between the body of Christ itself and the eucharistic "body". While 
still maintaining that it is "truly Christ's body" in the sacrament, 
153 
Taylor, nevertheless, insisted that this did not mean the literal flesh 
of Christ crucified, resurrected and ascended to heaven, but rather 
the "blessings" and "graces" which come from it: 
This body being carried from us into heaven, 
cannot be touched or tasted by us on earth; but 
yet Christ left to us symbols and sacraments of 
this natural body; not to be, or to convey that 
natural body to us, but to do more and better 
for us; to convey all the blessings and graces 
procured for us by the breaking of that body, 
and the effusion of that blood: which blessings, 
being spiritual., because procured by that body 
which died for us; and are therefore called our 
food, because by them we live a new life in the 
Spirit, and Christ is our bread and our life, 
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because by him, after this manner, we are 
nourished up to life eternal. 154 
In another passage, he expressedly identified the body and blood of 
Christ present in the sacrament as their "power, virtue and efficacy": 
For it is truly called the body of Christ because 
here is joined with it the vital power, virtue and 
efficacy of the body ..... For by this means it 
can very properly be called 'the body and blood of 
Christ': since it hath not only the figure of his 
death externally, but internally it hath hidden and 
secret, the proper and Divine effect, the life- 
giving power of his body: so that though it be a 
figure, yet it is not merely so; not only the sign 
and memorial of him that is absent, but it bears 
along with it the very body of the Lord, that is, 
the efficacy and Divine virtue of it. 155 
It was in this sense that Taylor understood the patristic language of 
"the intelligential, the invisible, the spiritual body" (Augustine), 
"the Divine and spiritual flesh" (Jerome), "the celestial thing" 
(Irenaeus), "the spiritual food and the body of the Divine Spirit" 
(Ambrose). 156 The ancient doctors, he argued, used "nature" and 
"substance", not in a "natural or philosophical" sense, but in a 
"theological" sense, understanding nature to mean "the gracious effect 
of his natural body" and substance to mean "the power of the 
substance". 
157 
With regard to the "whatness" of the eucharistic presence, 
therefore, Taylor clearly and unambiguously distinguished the literal, 
physical body of Christ from that which is given in the sacrament. In 
this he perpetuated the earlier Anglican heritage. At times he came 
close to an understanding of the presence of Christ's body along 
'realist'lines, which was undoubtedly influenced by the Platonic 
revival of the Cambridge school. At other times he preferred simply 
to speak of Christ's presence in terms of blessing, power, virtue and 
efficacy coming from the body. The former approach would seem to 
represent Taylor the "ontologist", the latter approach, Taylor the 
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"existentialist". The former answers the question of what is in the 
sacrament; the latter answers the question of what the communicant 
experiences in the sacrament. Taylor, it seems, accepted the legitimacy 
of both approaches and both questions. 
In his 1659 Epilogue, Thorndike stated "that if one were to 
believe the "spiritual grace of Christ's Body and Blood" to possess 
the dimensions of the elements, so that they are there "bodily and 
materially" instead of "sacramentally and mystically", there would be 
no reason why the bodily elements should hinder the presence. 
158 
The 
unspoken premise is that they are not present "bodily and materially". ) 
If, Thorndike argued, the eating and drinking of Christ's flesh and 
blood outside the sacrament are spiritual through living faith, "shall 
not the presence thereof in the sacrament be accordingly". Would it 
not be enough that they are "mystically" present, to be eaten spirit- 
ually by those who receive with faith and to be "crucified" by those 
who did not communicate with faith, he asked. 
159 
Also: 
Is it any pertinent to the spiritual eating 
of Them, that They are bodily present? Is 
it not far more proper to that which our Lord 
was about (tending, without question to the 
spiritual union which He seeks with His Church), 
that He sould be understood to promise the 
mystical, than the bodily presence of Them in 
the sacrament, which is nothing else than a 
mystery by the proper signification and intent 
of it? 160 
There is no need for the "bodily substance" of the flesh and blood to 
be present, since the "mystical presence" is a sufficient means to 
convey Christ's Spirit. 
161 
It may be argued that Thorndike's denial of bodily presence was 
in fact only a denial of only a "crass" or "local" presence, 
particularly, since in the one passage he linked it with a "material" 
presence, but this would be saying too little. Thorndike, whatever he 
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positively understood by "bodily", was at least certain that he 
rejected what the Lutherans meant by their claim that the omnipresence 
of the Godhead is communicated to the flesh and blood so that they can 
be in the eucharist "not only mystically, but bodily". Certainly, he 
argued, the Lutheran insistence upon the bodily presence of both the 
earthly elements and the flesh and blood could make true the words of 
Jesus, "This is My Flesh - this is My Blood", but, he asked, "how much 
more, if, as I say, the elements only be there bodily, but the Flesh 
and Blood of Christ only mystically and spiritually? "162 Moreover, 
Thorndike explicitly rejected any idea that the "Manhood" of Christ is 
present in the eucharistic celebration "and so in the elements of it". 
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The body and blood of Christ do not fill the same dimensions of the 
bread and wine, as taught in the doctrine of "consubstantiation", 
Thorndike asserted in his 1662 Just Weights and Measures: 
..... it 
[the doctrine which Thorndike held and 
which he ascribed to St; Gregory of Nyssa] condemns 
the error of transubstantiation, making the change 
mystical and immediate upon the coming of God's 
Spirit to the elements, the nature of them 
remaining: but it condemns consubstantiation no 
less; for what needs the Flesh and Blood of Christ 
fill the same dimensions, which the substance of 
the elements possesseth, both being united with 
His Spirit? 164 
In the Epilogue, Thorndike included the theme of Christ's 
ascension and session in his argumentation against a presence of the 
literal body itself under the dimensions of the elements. The 
Scriptures, he argued, teach "of the true nature and properties of the 
Flesh and Blood of Christ, remainig in His Body, even now that It is 
glorified". 
165 
Acknowledging that there is "no place of God's right 
hand" to which the body is confined, and that this session is under- 
stood to mean that the man Christ is "put into the exercise of that 
Divine power and command which His mediator's office requires",. he 
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nevertheless asserted, "yet His Body we must understand to be confined 
to that place, where the majesty of God appears to those that attend 
upon His throne". 
166 
The appearance of Christ to St. Paul (Acts 23: 11) 
was no exception to this. One might argue, he claimed, that the body 
left heaven and by a miracle stood over Paul, 
167but it was also 
possible that the very body of Christ appeared to Paul in "a vision 
of prophecy", "in the spirit", without contravening the ascension. 
Thorndike concluded by stating: ".... were it not madness to go about 
to limit the sense and effect of it [the ascension], upon pretence of 
a promise altogether impertinent to the occasion in hand, and every 
whit as properly to be understood without so limiting the sense of 
it .... it . 
168 
He acknowledged the argument of Lutheran and Roman theologians 
169 
that while the body remains in heaven under its proper dimensions, it 
is also present in the eucharist "under the dimensions of the elements", 
whether the substance of bread remains or is abolished. This, he 
maintained, is a philosophical dispute concerning the power of God and 
whether a contradiction is implied thereby. Moreover, it involved an 
issue which he was "resolved not to touch at this time". 
170 
Nevertheless, 
he urged his readers to consider whether evidence for the presence of 
the flesh and blood in the eucharist as required by consubstantiation 
and transubstantiation, which would void "the confining of Them to 
those dimensions, which the Scriptures allows Them in heaven", can be 
drawn necessarily out of the Scriptures (as the Scriptures necessarily 
obliged one to believe in the Holy Trinity), particularly since "it 
may be, more properly to the nature of the business, understood 
mystically as in a sacrament, intended to convey the communion of His 
Spirit". 
171 
The man who submits his reason "to allthat Christianity 
imports" can determine whether this kind of presence is "contradictory 
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to evidence of reason or not". 
172 
The answer which Thorndike expected 
is fairly obvious. 
His rejection of a presence in the sacrament of the "corporal 
substance" of Christ later found support in the new philosophy being 
popularised by John Locke (1632-1704). As we previously saw (supra, 
p. 139), in his treatise The Reformation of the Church of England Better 
than that of the Council of Trent, written between 1670 and 1672, 
Thorndike raised the question of how a Roman theologian would respond 
to the claim of "our philosophy schools" that there are no "substantial 
forms of material substances" independent of those qualities or 
accidents which are concretely known (such as whiteness, bitterness, 
heaviness, etc. ). 
173 
In other words, how can Christ's body be present 
in its "substance" without all the. qualities by which one experiences 
it? Just about this time/Löcke was raising the question of whether it 
was legitimate to divide a thing into "substance" and "accidents" and 
whether "substance" isolated from its "accidents" meant anything 
positive. 
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Undoubtedly, this new philosophical tendency was grist 
to the mill of Thorndike's denial that Christ's "bodily substance", 
is present in the sacrament. 
In continuity with the Anglican theological tradition, Thorndike 
perpetuated the distinction between the actual body of Christ in 
heaven and what is present in the eucharist, a distinction further 
strengthened by the new philosophy of Locke. While earlier Caroline 
divines had used "substantialist"language in their attempts to 
describe positively what is received in the sacrament, Thorndike did 
not do so. Rather, he emphasized, as we have seen in previous chapters, 
that it is the Holy Spirit who is present in the eucharist, "dwelling" 
in the sacramental elements, making them "mystically", "spiritually" 
and "sacramentally" Christ's body and blood. For Thorndike the body 
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and blood are the "what" of the sacrament only inasmuch as they are 
related to and filled by the same Spirit who is present in the 
eucharistic elements and is received by the communicant. In this 
respect, the Holy Spirit may be more appropriately described as the 
content of the sacramental presence in Thorndike's understanding than 
Christ's body and blood. 
The question of exactly what is present and received in the 
sacrament is perhaps the most difficult aspect of eucharistic doctrine. 
If a theologian eliminates the literal eating of Christ's literal flesh 
according to a manner similar to eating a piece of bread, then he is 
faced with trying to explain or interpret what he means when he says 
that it is Christ's body which is truly or really received in the 
sacrament. This is a dilemma which Christian sacramental theology has 
had to face over the centuries. It is one which the Caroline 
theologians were acutely aware of and with which they struggled in 
their attempts to explicate the meaning of the sacrament. One should 
not be too surprised to find certain tensions, ambiguities and changes 
in their thinking in this regard. 
The tradition which seventeenth-century Anglican theology had 
inherited from the previous century emphasized the concreteness of 
Christ's physical body even after the ascension and accepted the 
limitations which "nature" imposes upon such a body. Their understanding 
of Christ's eucharistic body was developed within the parameters set 
by this idea. All of the Caroline divines continued to distinguish 
in one way or another the eucharistic body from the glorified physical 
flesh of Christ. Nonetheless, among these seventeenth-century 
thologians one finds a willingness to conceive of some kind of identity 
between the body of Christ and what is received in-the sacrament. 
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Saravia, in a non-speculative and what one might call, Lutheran 
fashion, affirmed the simultaneous presence of Christ's body in 
heaven and at the eucharist: Andrewes, Montague, Cosin, Forbes, Laud 
and Taylor used "substantialist" language in their descriptions of what 
is received in the sacrament. In so doing, they pushed beyond the 
language of sixteenth-century Anglican divines such as Jewel, Hooker 
and Rogers (supra , pp. 40,42,. 47). The combined influence of Calvin and 
the Platonic revival may well lie behind this development. In the case 
of the early Cosin, one 
/finds 
the direct utilization of Thomistic 
theology in this regard. 
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In Thorndike's thinking, at the end of the 
period dealt with, one sees a movement away from the categories of 
'realist' philosophy and a return to a stricter distinction between 
Christ in heaven and the sacrament on earth, which was bridged in his 
thinking by the Holy Spirit being what one may call the res of the 
sacrament. Undoubtedly, the question of exactly what is present in 
the eucharist was one with which the Caroline divines struggled very 
hard. 
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philosophy and theology during the earlier part of the century. Unfortunately, this student did not have the time to explore it further. 
366 
127Works, 9: 431. 
128Ibid., 
10: 60. 
1291bid., 
p. 33. 
1301bid., 
p. 34. Aquinas, for example, wrote, ... corpus Christi 
eat in hoc Sacramento per modum substantiae, id eat per modum quo 
substantia eat sub dimensionibus: non autem per modum dimensionum, id 
eat non per ilium modem quo quantitas dimensiva alicujus corporis eat 
sub quantitate dimensive Zoci. Manifestum eat autem quod natura sub- 
stantiae tota eat sub quaZibet parte dimensionum sub quibus continetur 
... ST, 3a. 76.3. ... ideo quantitas dimensiva carporis Christi est in hoc sacramento, non secumdum proprium modum, ut sciZicet sit totum 
in toto et singuZae partes in singulis partibus, sed per modum substan- 
tiae, cujus natura eat Iota in toto et tota in quaZibet parte. ST, 
3a. 76.4. 
131Works, 10: 34-35. 
1321,... 
and when the real presence is denied, the word 'real' is 
taken for 'naturally'; and does not signify 'transcendenter', or, in 
his just and most proper signification. " Ibid., 9: 427; 10: 9. 
1331bid., 
10: 427-28. 
134Ibid, 9: 428. For Bellarmine's discussion of "spiritual" and 
"corporeal" presence, see, Opera, 4: 8-9. Aquinas also had explicitly 
identified the eucharistic presence as a non-visible presence in the 
way of a spirit: Ad quartuni dicendum quod ratio ilia procedit de 
praesentia corporis Christi prout est praesens per modum corporis, id 
est prout est in sua specie visibilis: non autem spiritualiter, id 
invisibiliter, modo et virtute spiritus. ST; 3a. 75.2. 
135Works, 
10: 32. 
1361bid., 
p. 51. 
1371bid., 
pp. 32-33 [emphasis is minej. 
1381bid., 
9: 510. Taylor repudiated that understanding of the 
eucharist which would have Christ's true, proper body present by means 
of a miracle on the earthly altar and to be received bodily. Ibid., 
10: 24-25 and 9: 511-12. 
139Ibid., 
9: 428-29. 
1401bid., 
p. 425. 
141Ibid., 
p. 426. 
1421bid., 
10: 91. 
1431bid., 
9: 473. 
1441bid., 
p. 423. 
367 
145Neque 
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substance, as if the mystical presence of Them were not a sufficient 
means to convey His Spirit, Which we see is conveyed by the mere 
spiritual consideration and resolution of a lively and effectual faith? " 
Ibid., p. 32. 
1621bid. 
, p. 26. 
1631bid., 
p. 46. 
164Ibid., 
5: 173-74. Thorndike claimed that there was not much 
difference between the "miracle" of consubstantiation and that of tran- 
substantiation, since the hypostatical union contributed no more to one 
than to the other. Ibid., 4: 47. 
165Ibid., 4: 47. 
1661bid., 
p. 48. 
167Both 
Lutherans and Romans used this in their defence of a bodily 
presence. See, e. g., Martin Chemnitz, The Two Natures in Christ, ed., 
J. A. O. Preus (St. Louis & London: Concordia Pub. House, 1971), pp. 431- 
32. (Unfortunately, the Latin text was not available to the student) 
Bellarmine, era, 4: 135 (De Sacra Eucharistia). See, Thorndike, 
Works, 4: 48, ft. nt. y for the citation of these references. 
168Works, 
4: 48-49. For a similar argument, see, Ridley, Works, 
p. 220 (Disputation at oxford). 
169See, 
e. g., Chemnitz, Fundamenta, p. 58, and Bellarmine, era, 
4: 137 (De Sacra Eucharistia), and Thorndike, Works, 4: 49, ft. nt. Z. 
170Works, 
4: 49-50. The reasons given by Thorndike for his 
refusal to debate this point were 1. because these philosophical 
disputes tended to "puzzle" rather than to "edify the main of those 
that speak English", and 2. because the one who claimed that it was 
impossible or a contradiction for God to effect a bodily presence both 
in heaven and in the eucharist on earth opened himself up to the 
accusation that one should also abandon faith in the Holy Trinity for 
the same reason. 
1711bid., 
p. 50. 
172 
Ibid. 
173Ibid., 
5: 547. 
174Copleston, 
A History of Philosophy, 5 (Part 1): 78; R. I. 
Aaron, John Loche (London: Oxford University Press, 1937), pp. 168 ff.; 
John Loche, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, ed. & intro. P. H. 
Nidditch (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), pp. 298-99. 
175 
It has been claimed by Hardt that there is a deep similarity 
between Aquinas' and Calvin's understandings of what is present in the 
sacrament. (This is found in an unpublished English work of his based 
on his doctoral dissertation, entitled On the Sacrament of the Altar, 
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p. 19. ) If this is true, it may mean that Cosin's movement toward 
Thomistic eucharistic theology was not such a radical jump out of the 
Reformed tradition as one may think. 
VII: THE CONSECRATION 
Given the Caroline belief in a presence of Christ in the eucharist, 
the question naturally arises as to how this presence is effected. 
What did these theologians regard as the means for making bread and 
wine into the sacrament of Christ's body and blood? How did they 
understand the blessing, or sanctification, or consecration of the 
elements to take place? Before we attempt to answer these questions, 
however, we must be aware of two features of the Anglican eucharistic 
tradition which are significant for our consideration of this issue. 
First, the actual communion rite of 1604, following the Elizabethan rite, 
contained a prayer of thanksgiving asking God to grant that those who 
receive the bread and wine "may be partakers of rChrist'J most blessed 
body and blood". The prayer concluded with the recitation of the words 
of institution, after which the distribution of the elements was 
immediately ordered. 
I 
Secondly, the Canons of 1604 (from the 1604' 
Hampton Court Conference, ratified by Convocation the same year) 
identified the words of Christ as the minimum for the effecting of the 
sacrament when they stated, "Furthermore, no Bread or Wine newly 
brought shall be used; but first the words of Institution shall be 
rehearsed, when the said Bread and Wine be present upon the Communion 
table. "2 If it is true that the liturgy originally had been 
"carefully worded so as not to express any special theory of 
consecration while consecrating the sacrament", 
3 
the Canons, nonetheless, 
were founded upon the western Catholic belief, going back as far as 
St. Ambrose of Milan, that the words of Christ are words of 
consecration. 
The moment of consecration became of supreme importance in the 
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twelfth century in association with the elevation and adoration of the 
host. 4 In the thirteenth century, Thomas Aquinas taught that the 
words, Hoc est corpus meum and Hic est caZix sanguinis mei, are 
sufficient for the consecration of the eucharist when spoken by a 
priest having the intention to consecrate. 
5 
The doctrine that the 
specific moment of consecration is located in the institution narrative 
was maintained in the 1570 Missal promulgated by Pius V by means of the 
elevation and genuflexions connected with its recitation. 
6 
Sixteenth-century Lutherans, likewise, identified the sanctifica- 
tion of the elements with Christ's words. Luther, for example, 
compared the eucharistic consecration to the annunciation of the Blessed 
Virgin Mary; as soon as Christ says, "This is My Body", the body is 
present through the word and power of the Holy Spirit: 
Da kan yhe niemand anders sagen, denn das die drafft 
durchs wort kompt. Wie man nu das nicht leugnen 
kan, das sie so durchs wort schwanger wird, und 
niemand weis, wie es zu gehet, so ist es hie auch. 
Denn so bald Christus spricht 'Das ist mein leib', 
so ist sein leib da durchs wort und krafft des 
heyligen geists. Wenn das wort nicht da ist, so 
ist es schlecht brod; aber so die wort da zu komen, 
bringen sie das mit, davon sie lauten. 
The Konkordienformel, in describing the means of consecration, stated 
that while the power of no man's word or merit can effect the presence 
of Christ's body and blood in the sacrament, yet, because of the 
almighty power of God and the word, institution and ordinance of Christ, 
wherever the Supper is observed according to Christ's institution and 
wherever His words are used, the body and blood are present, 
distributed and received by virtue of the same words which were spoken 
at the first Supper. 
8 
Yngve Brilioth has commented in his opus, 
Eucharistic Faith and Practice, that in the Konkordienfo2inel one finds 
"in effect the Roman idea of words of consecration, which must be said 
over the elements". In the seventeenth century, German Lutherans 
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generally continued to use the sign of the cross over the elements 
together with the sacring bell, as well as falling on their knees at 
the words of institution, he lamented. 
9 
The Reformed churches, unlike the Roman and Lutheran, dissociated 
the blessing or benediction of the bread and wine from the recitation 
of the words of Christ. None of the classical liturgies of the 
Reformed churches contained them as the consecration of the elements, 
but as "a historical narrative addressed to the people". 
10 
They were 
understood as being the Scriptural warrant for the eucharistic 
celebration, to show that apostolic practice was being followed, 
11 
while a prayer'of thanksgiving blessed or set apart the elements. 
12 
The Genevan Service Book of 1556 described the use of Christ's words 
like this: 
The wordes of the lordes supper we rehearce theym 
not bicawse they shuld chaunge the substaunce of 
the bread or wyne, or that the repeticion thereof 
with the intent of the sacrificer should make the 
sacrament as the papistes falselie beleue: but 
they are read and pronownced to teache vs how to 
behauve our selues in this action and that Christe 
might witnes vnto owr faithe as it were with his 
owne mowthe, that he hath ordayned týSse signes 
for our spirituall vse and comforte. 
The 1604 Canons, then, were based on an understanding which had 
far more in common with Roman and Lutheran teaching than it did with 
that of other churches professing a Reformed doctrine of the sacrament. 
Moreover, they were re-affirming in this matter only what had already 
been an issue in the famous "Johnson Case" of 1573. Robert Johnson, 
having run out of wine during the administration of communion, sent for 
more, and distributed it without repeating the appropriate portion of 
the institution narrative. He was tried for this before the Queen's 
commissioners and, despite his appeals to the teaching of Cranmer, was 
;F 
!i 
found guilty and duly convicted. Richard Buxton has rightly pointed 
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out that this case expressed the Elizabethan Church's understanding 
that the words of institution are necessary to make the sacrament; they 
are spoken not only for the benefit of the people but for the bread and 
wine as well. 
14 
That this took place, however, by means of a judicial 
decision, rather than by an acknowledged legislative process is rather 
odd, Buxton has argued, and raises the questions of how widely the case 
was known and how widely its decision was accepted as the norm. None 
of the visitation articles and injunctions of the Elizabethan years 
required supplementary consecration. 
15 
This became the canonical norm 
in the English Church only with the acceptance of the 1604 Canons, thus 
making the official Anglican position similar to that found in many 
sixteenth-century Lutheran Church orders. 
16 
A couple of years after the promulgation of the Canons, Saravia 
taught that the consecration concerns what happens to the earthly 
elements. The bread by consecration, he stated, becomes the sacrament 
of Christ's body (Quod panis consecratione fit Sacramentum Corporis 
Christi, nemo ni faflor negare potest... ). 
17 
Neither the communicant's 
faith, nor his piety, causes the divine mysteries to be divine mysteries 
or holy things: Fides nostra pietasve non efficit ut Divina Mjsteria, 
vel Nhysteria sint, veZ sancta sint. 
18 
St. Ambrose, Saravia argued, taught that it is the almighty word of 
God which makes sacraments to be what they signify and to confer what 
they promise: Probat toto jib capite verbi omnipotentiam efficere ut 
Sacramenta sint quod significant, et conferant quod promittunt. 
19 
Taking into consideration both Saravia's-utilization of Lutheran 
eucharistic theology, as we have seen, and the fact that the 1604 Canons 
were issued only shortly before he wrote De Sacra Eucharistia, this 
statement probably indicates that he regarded the words of Christ as the 
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form of consecration, an idea supported by other passages, such as, 
Postquarn igitur Ambrosius pluribus exenVZis docuit Verbi Dei potenti= 
natura rerum potentiorem.... 
20 
In addition, he quoted St. Chrysostom's 
words that Christ Himself is the consecrator in the Church's celebration 
of the sacrament. 
21 
Saravia, however, also cited (but quite 
incidentally) a passage attributed to Augustine which states that the 
fruits of the earth are consecrated by mystical prayer (prece mystica 
consecratum) to be the body and blood of Christ and that it requires the 
invisible operation of the Spirit of God, in addition to man's bodily 
action, for the sanctification of so great a sacrament: Quod cum per 
manus hominum ad illam visibiZem speciem perducitur, non sanctificatur 
ut sit tam magnum Sacramentum, nisi operante invisibiliter Spiritu Dei, 
cum haec omnia, quae per corporales motus in Mo opere fiunt, Deus 
operatur. 
22 
The context in which these statements of Saravia were made 
was his argument against transubstantiation, and the question of whether 
sacramental change necessarily includes the elimination of the bread's 
substance was his main concern. With regard to the sanctification of 
the elements, therefore, he accepted the teaching that through the 
consecration, bread and wine are made into the sacrament of Christ's 
body and blood, but he was not explicit as to the precise form of this 
operation. 
While Andrewes provided no elaborate description of the sanctifica- 
tion of the eucharist, he included in his 1610 argumentation against 
Bellarmine several statements which affirm the importance of the word 
of God in the sacrament. At the coming of the almighty word, nature is 
changed, he claimed, and a bare element is made into a divine sacrament: 
Accedente enim verbi omnipotentia, naturam mutari, ut, quod ante nudum 
*1i 
elementuni Brat, divinum jam fiat Sacramentum.... 
23 
There may have been 
375 
an intentional ambiguity in Andrewes' use of "word". On the one hand, 
he may have meant that Christ Himself is the sanctifier of the eucharist. 
Support for this interpretation can be found in his Preces Privatae 
Quotidianae, which includes the following prayer taken from the Divine 
Liturgies of SS. Chrysostom and Basil: 
llp6axc , K6pLe, 6 ecbc ýuOv, eE &yCou 
xazoi, xr)znptou, Rat änb 8p6vou 86Enc 
Tns ßcat, XcCas aou, xat 6X5L cC Tb 
&yCaoaL fuäs. O äv0 r 1Tazp 
auyRct uevoc ROLL 68c f Cv 6Lop6. ro c 
auv&v , ýX5e cC Tb &y L äoaL zb 
ttpoxeCUcva &Spa, Rat ürtýp wv, RO 4 
bL' 
Wv, xat e(Q' otZ. c TCpoaxojlCCovTal.. 
This prayer, intended to be said prior to the reception of holy 
communion, was addressed to Christ in Eastern Orthodox usage, and in 
Andrewes' manual, it also forms part of a series of prayers directed to 
Christ. 
On the other hand, Andrewes may have meant that the word of Christ, 
i. e., the words of institution, sanctifies the eucharist. This 
interpretation is suggested by his use of St. Ambrose's teaching against 
sellarmine: Ambrosio enim, non aliter ibi, Christi veZ benedictio, vel 
sermo, operatur, quarr 'ut sint quod Brant, et in aZiud corrnnutentur'. 
25 
More importantly, it is strongly supported by Andrewes' Visitation 
Articles for the diocese of Ely in 1610 (the same year as the Responsio), 
in which he specifically asked (in accordance with the 1604 Canons) 
whether the priest uses "any bread and wine newly brought, before the 
words of institution be rehearsed, and the bread and wine present on 
the altar". 
26 
From his enforcement of the canonical standard, it seems 
fair to conclude that he accepted the identification of "the almighty 
power of the word" with the recitation of the words of institution. 
27 
Six years later in his Whitsunday sermon, Andrewes taught that the 
three Persons of the Holy Trinity are involved in the sacrament, filling 
3 76 
it with divine power: 
And so receiving it, He that breathed Christ3, 
and He That was breathed the Holy Spirit , both 
of them vouchsafe to breathe into those holy 
mysteries a Divine power and virtue, and make 
them to us the bread of life, and the cup of 
salvation; God the Father also sending His 
blessing upon them, that they may b2SHis blessed 
means of this trice-blessed effect. 
This Trinitarian framework in which Andrewes placed the action of God 
in the eucharist may reflect the Eastern Orthodox liturgical tradition 
(with which he was familiar), with its eucharistic canon involving the 
three Divine Persons and its various prayers directed to Father, Son 
and Holy Spirit after the consecration. 
29 
To say that the Holy Spirit 
"breathes into these holy mysteries" could suggest the epiclesis of the 
Orthodox liturgy, or it might simply indicate the common belief held by 
western theologians, as well as by easterners, that the Spirit is 
involved in the blessing and action of the sacrament. 
30 
Turning to Cosin, one again finds, during his early years, the 
traditional western understanding of consecration. In the first series 
of notes on the Prayer Book, he commented, "That there is to be a 
certain form of words wherewith the Sacrament is to be made and 
consecrated, we make no doubt;... ". 
31 
It was "calumny", he asserted, 
to accuse the Church of England of doing "nothing else but recitare 
historiam, tell the story of Christ's Institution, and so go to it". 
In the Prayer Book service, the Church first recites Christ's command 
to have his death and passion remembered, 
32 
she then prays that she 
might perform it as she ought, 
33 
and "After that we have the words of 
consecration, as fully and amply as any priest whatsoever can or may 
use them. The Mass-book hath no more than we have here... ". 
34 
As 
can be seen, Cosin identified the consecration with the verba Christi 
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in the traditional Latin fashion. He also mentioned the disputes 
engaged in by those "that have leisure", concerning "with what words 
this consecration is perfected" and whether it is accomplished by the 
prayers before or after the words of Christ. The Church of England, 
he maintained, was content to abide by the teaching of SS. Cyprian, 
Ambrose and Chrysostom, which identifies the words of Christ as the 
consecration. 
35 
Moreover, when the Latins taught that the eucharist 
is consecrated by prayer, they did not mean every prayer, but meant 
either the whole service and action, or the 'Verba Christi, which are 
recited in the form of prayer. 
36 
Cosin doubted whether the Calvinists 
(the puritans "at Geneva and elsewhere") had a genuine sacrament, since 
"they do boldly deny any words of mystical consecration at all". 
37 
Given the friendliness exhibited in these notes toward Roman Catholic 
eucharistic teaching (as we have seen in previous chapters), it is not 
altogether surprising that Cosin's understanding of consecration 
approximated that of Rome. 
In the uncondensed version of Cosin's East Riding archdiaconal 
Articles of 1627,38 he affirmed that there is a specific form of 
consecration which he identified with the words of institution: "5. 
Doth he reverently bless and consecrate the Elements of Bread and Wine, 
that they may become the Sacrament of Christ's Body and Bloud? " and 
"6. Whether doth he use any Bread and Wine that is newly brought, 
before it be presented upon the Holy Table, and by the words of 
institution blessed and designed to that sacred use? "39 The same 
identification of Christ's word as the effective and creating instrument 
is found in Cosin's 1647 tract on transubstantiation, in which he 
stated, "And this change in the bread is wrought only by the Almightie 
power of His Word, because He only can adde and give unto it this 
;ý 
dignity, power, and efficacie... '. 
40 
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During the 1640s and 50s when he was writing the second series of 
notes on the Prayer Book, Cosin's views underwent a slight modification 
or, one might say, expansion. In the general introduction to the 
eucharistic rite in these notes, he set down the teaching that 
consecration is effected both by the words of institution and prayer: 
... deinde surgens celebrans per preces et recitationem verborum Domini 
quibis Sacram Suam Coenam instituerit, panem et vinum coram posita 
reverencer in Sacramentum consecrat..... 
41 
This emphasis on both 
prayer and the words of institution is, it would seem, more reflective 
of the communion rite itself, which does not distinguish any particular 
part (i. e., the verba Christi) of the consecratory prayer as being the 
consecration in and of itself. 
In a letter written in 1650, Cosin expressed a very tolerant 
attitude concerning the form of consecration. Having been asked 
whether the French Reformed Churches had a real consecration, he 
responded by stating that whether one understands it as accomplished by 
prayers and invocations, in the Greek Orthodox manner, or whether by 
repetition of the words of Christ, in the Latin fashion, "it cannot be 
denied that these French Churches have them both". This could be seen, 
he said, in their service books "though disposed after another order 
than ours is". In addition, "if it be idem, though it be idem aZio 
. modo, 
it alters not the substance or nature of the thing itself". 
42 
In at least one instance, then, Cosin was willing to countenance a 
legitimate and efficacious consecration, regardless of the form, in the 
major Christian churches, Roman, Lutheran, Orthodox and Reformed. His 
positive assessment of the Reformed service, in particular, was 
markedly different from that found in the first series of notes on the 
Prayer Book. 
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Two years later in his Regni AngZiae ReZigio Catholica, he taught 
that through the solemn prayers containing the words of institution, 
together with the action of breaking bread and pouring wine into the 
chalice, the celebrant consecrates the elements into the sacrament of 
Christ's body and blood: 
Deinde, sese erigens [the priest , per preces soZennes institutionem Sacramenti, et ipsa Christi instituentis 
verba continentes, panem in manus acceptum frangens, 
vinumque in caZicem effundens, utrumque symboZum 
benedicit, atque '13 Sacramentum Corporis et Sanguinis 
Christi consecrat. 
In the 1656 Historia Transubstantiationis P aZis, Cosin asserted 
that it is not faith which creates the presence, but the word of Christ: 
Quae tarnen fides praesentiam istam non Tacit, auf praestat; sed, jam 
nunc per verbwn Christi factum, verissimam et realem esse apprehendit. 
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In another passage, he identified this "word of Christ" with the "words 
of Christ": ... per verba Christi, solenniter consecrata, ut communica- 
tioni Corporis et Sanguinis Sui certissime inserviat. 
45 
Cosin included 
St. Ambrose's response to the question of how the bread can also be the 
body of Christ. The answer: Consecratione. The sacrament is brought 
about (conficiatur) by this consecration through the words of the 
Lord. 
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Ambrose extolled the power of the word of Christ which can 
make bread and wine remain what they are and yet become what they were 
not, i. e., the body and blood of Christ, after the consecration. 
47 
Despite this emphasis on the words of institution, Cosin again connected 
them with prayer; Christ, he argued, sanctified the elements by words 
and prayer (Christus sacra symboZa verbis Suis et precibus sanctifi- 
cata). 
48 
The Church's presbyters, he claimed, also make common bread 
to become sacramental by prayer and blessing (ad presbyterorum preces 
et benedictiones). 
49 
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In his 1661 Durham Book recommendation of changes in the 
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communion office, he suggested that before the words of institution 
there be placed an epiclesis reading, "... and by ye power of thy holy 
Word and Spirit vouchsafe so to blesse & sanctifie thy Gifts & Creatures 
of Bread & Wine that we receiving them according to thy Sonne our 
Saviour Jesus Christ's holy institution... may be made partakers of his 
most blessed Body and Blood". 
50 
This was similar to the epiclesis 
found in the 1549 eucharistic canon and the 1637 Scottish Liturgy. 
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With regard to a supplementary consecration, however, Cosin was content 
to maintain the position of the 1604 Canons, stating that, if more bread 
should be needed after the consecration, the priest was to "consecrate 
the same, as is before appointed, beginning at the words 
[When Christ 
in ye same night &cl for ye blessing of the Bread; & at 
Likewise after 
Supper &cJ for the blessing of the Cup". 
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The combination of a 
suggestion for an epiclesis and the insertion of this rubric again 
reflects an understanding of consecration by both prayer and the words 
of institution, with, however, the latter occupying the centre stage 
and being the sine qua non of the sacrament. 
Going back in history a few decades to about the time when Cosin 
was writing his first series of articles, one finds that Richard 
Montague was thinking along lines similar to that of Cosin and in 
conformity to the Canons of 1604. In Appello Caesarem, he taught that 
consecration concerns the elements and not only the communicants. The 
title of chapter 31 of this work includes the phrase, "consecration of 
the elements causeth a change; yet inferres no Popish Transubstantia- 
tion". 
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He went on to state that the "consecrated Elements had 
something more than meere ordinary bread and wine. For I did conceive 
a sacramental Being of them, and not onely a naturaZZ, in their use and 
designment". 54 In Appello Caesarem, Montague did not deal directly 
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with the question of the consecration's form. Against transubstantia- 
tion, he appealed both to Eastern sources, such as St. Cyril of 
Jerusalem and St. Basil's Liturgy which imply that it is the epiclesis, 
and to Western materials, such as St. Ambrose and St. Augustine which 
imply that it is the word of Christ. 
55 
In his various Visitation Articles, however, Montague identified 
the necessary words as the words of institution. In the 1628 Articles 
for the diocese of Chichester, he asked, "And if more bread and wine be 
afterwards brought, the first not sufficing which was consecrated, doth 
he first use the words of consecration upon it before he give it to the 
communicants, as is prescribed Can. XXI? "56 He also inquired as to 
whether the priest made the consecration "with those wordes that are 
set downe, if not, how and in what manner". 
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It is possible that this 
was directed against certain Puritans who may have been including an 
epiclesis in the consecration. Puritan ministers were not averse to 
amending the rite when they considered it inadequate, and we know from 
the 1644 Westminster Directory that they felt strongly enough about an 
epiclesis to include its ordering in the new rubric/service book. 
Moreover, at the 1662 Savoy Conference, they criticized the Book of 
Common Prayer because "the manner of the consecration of the elements 
is not here explicit and distinct enough". 
58 
It is possible, then, 
that in the 1620s and 30s they were already making up in the rite what 
they considered to be lacking. 
In the 1631 and 1637 Articles for the diocese of Chichester, 
Montague repeated the questions concerning consecration which he had 
asked in 1628.59 In 1638 during his first visitation in his new 
diocese of Norwich, he reiterated the identification of the words of 
institution as the consecration even more strongly in two questions: 
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Doth he [the pries first receive himself in both 
kinds (for I have known where the Minister bath 
unorderly received last) upon his knees, at the 
Altar, having consecrated the bread and wine, by 
the solemn, and68owerfull words of our Saviour, 
and none other: 
And: 
If the consecrated wine fail, or sufficeth not, 
doth your Minister, before he give it to the 
communicants consecrate that also which is newly 
supplied, as the former or doth he give it as it 
cometh from the tavern, without benediction: For 
there is no Sacrament untill the words of 
Institutioglbe pronounced upon it: This is rV 
bloud, &c. 
There can be little doubt, therefore, that Montague was loyal to the 
theological position of the 1604 Canons in this matter, taking up a 
position, similar to that which Andrewes had held, and standing in the 
dominant Western Christian stream of thinking. 
In the writings of Laud, one finds a similar understanding of the 
centrality and importance of the words of Christ in consecrating the 
eucharist. This can be seen, first of all, in his comments on 
Bellarmine's Disputationes made between 1608 and 1621. Reacting to 
Bellarmine's claim that the words Hoc est corpus meum were thought 
among Catholics to be the essence of the sacrament and to be creative, 
but among heretics were not properly said as the forma sacramenti nor 
considered to be creative, 
62 
Laud responded, Quis dicit iZZa Verba non 
esse formam sacramenti? 
63 
This reaction indicates that he accepted 
the doctrine that the words of Jesus are the words of consecration, and 
it may imply that he also accepted the Roman teaching, going back to 
Aquinas, 
64 
that the four words, Hoc est corpus meurn, and not the 
remainder of the institution narrative, is the precise form for the 
consecration of the bread. It may be, however, that Laud was affirming 
no more than the verba Christi as the means of consecration, and was not 
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distinguishing the various phrases in the dominical institution. 
In various Visitation Articles, he, like Andrewes and Montague, 
insisted upon the repetition of the words of institution to consecrate 
any supplementary elements. In his 1628 Visitation as Bishop of London, 
for example, he asked, "... doth your minister... use the words of the 
institution according to the book at every time that the bread and wine 
is received, in such manner and form as by law is appointed... ". 
65 
In 
his 1635 Metropolitical Visitation to the diocese of Winchester, the 
article read: "And doth your minister receive the same himself, on 
every day that he administereth it to others, and use the words of 
institution according to the book at every time that the bread and wine 
is renewed, according as by the provisio of the 21st. canon is 
directed? "66 The 1637 visitation articles for the peculiars of 
Canterbury asked, "... Both the minister receive the same every time 
that he administereth it to others, and use the words of institution at 
every time the bread and wine is renewed.... " 
67 
In a 1636 letter to James Wedderburne, Bishop of Dunblane, 
concerning the Scottish Liturgy, Laud opposed the objection that manual 
acts pertaining to the consecration (taking and breaking bread, and 
laying hands on the chalice) should not be done until the words, "Do 
this in remembrance of me", had been spoken. The Archbishop argued 
that the actions should be performed "as he speaks the words", according 
to the practice of the Church of England. The words "Do this, etc. " 
were the warrant for the participation, or communication, rather "than 
the consecration". The repetition of what Christ did was warrant 
enough to do the same, and the whole action was actus continuus in which 
the words, "Do this", came last to seal and confirm the warrant of the 
action. 
68 
Laud's understanding of the English rubrics would confirm 
that, as his comments on Bellarmine's work suggest, he understood the 
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consecration to be something less than the entire institution 
narrative (in this case, the words prior to the imperative, "Do this"). 
In some surviving notes of Laud, pertaining to his "Starr-chamber 
speech", he discussed the function of the verbuni consecrationis, and in 
these notations there are two formulations of an assertion (designated 
by ob. ) to which he made response. The first of these is that Hoc est 
verbum meum is not less than Hoc est corpus meum because "tis the Word 
which makes the Body". 
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Laud made four comments: 
First, corpus conficitur was used by some of the 
ancient Fathers sano sensu, but is abused by the 
Romanists at this day to prove Transubstantiation. 
go I do a little wonder to hear from some men 
this phrase, To make the Body. 
Secondly, In S. Aug.: 'tis, Accedit Verbum ad 
Elementum et fit sacramentum. The sacrament is 
made, not the Body. 
Thirdly, Be it sacrament, or Body which is made, 
'tis Verbum consecrationis that make it, 'tis not 
Verbum praedicationis; of which only I there spake. 
Fourthly, All this is true though it be spoken of 
that which is indeed Verbum Dei praedicatwn: 
whereas God76nows Omne verbum praedicatum is not 
Verbum Dei. 
To the second formulation of the assertion, Non minus est Verbum Dei, 
quam Corpus Christi. S. Aug. Hom. 26, inter 50. ante medium 2 quo 
sensu., Laud wrote, "Fifthly, a lewd minister may deprave the word, and 
make it void many ways: but he cannot hurt the sacrament digne 
recipientis". 
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These comments indicate that Laud understood the 
consecration to be by the verbum coming to the bread and wine and making 
them into the sacrament of Christ's body and blood. 
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This does not mean, however, that Laud was averse to the notion of 
prayer and invocation being involved in the sanctification of the 
elements. In his later work, Histo of the Troubles and Tzyal, he 
defended the epiclesis found in the 1637 Scottish Prayer Book against 
the Puritan accusation that by means of it belief in a corporeal 
presence was being reintroduced: 
73 
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Well, if these be the words, how will they squeeze 
corporal presence out of them? Why, first 'the 
change here, is made a work of God's omnipotency'. 
Well, and a work of omnipotency it is, whatever 
the change be. For less than omnipotence cannot 
change those elements, either in nature, or use, 
to so high a service as they are put in that 
great Sacrament. And therefore the invocating of 
God's Almighty goodness to effect this by them, is 
no proof at all of intending the 'corporal 
presence of Christ in this Sacrament'. 'Tis true, 
this passage is not in Service-book of England; 
but I wish with all my heart it were. For 
although the consecration of the elements may be 
without it, yet i17 is much more solemn and full by 
that invocation. 
In Laud's thinking, the "benediction" or "consecration" was that point 
in the liturgy after which the elements might "be called, the Body and 
Blood of Christ, without any addition, in that real and true sense in 
which they are so called in Scripture". 
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While accepting the 
epiclesis as appropriate to this benediction, he did not regard it as 
essential. He held it to be of the bene esse of the sacrament, one 
might say, rather than of the esse, which he attributed to the words of 
institution. 
The English emphasis on the words of institution came under attack 
in certain Reformed circles. In 1636, for example, the Scottish 
theologian, David Calderwood, criticized the Anglican usage on several 
grounds: 1) The words of Christ should be spoken as a warrant for the 
eucharistic celebration and as a word of promise to the communicants. 
2) It cannot be said "demonstratively" that the bread and wine on the 
table are Christ's body and blood until they are "first sanctified by 
prayer and thanksgiving to that use, and after delivered to the 
communicant, with command, to take, eat, and assurance if he so doe, 
the bread shall be a pledge of his body, and the wine of his bloud". 
3) The "formalists", i. e., the Anglicans, place such virtue in the 
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words of Christ that they, like the Papists, think that the utterance 
of therm makes the bread already Christ's body before it is eaten. 
4) Rather, than speaking the words of institution to the coninunicants 
at the distribution of holy communion, they are spoken to God as prayer, 
as done in the canon of the Roman mass. 
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Undoubtedly, this Scottish 
Calvinist understood the Anglican emphasis on the necessity and 
importance of the Verba Christi as approximating far too closely the 
teaching of Rome. Not all the Caroline divines, however, held this 
opinion with regard to the consecration, as we shall see. 
Forbes' understanding of the consecration was like that of the 
theologians examined so far, inasmuch as he taught that it is directed 
not only towards people, but towards the bread and wine. All the more 
sound Protestants (omnes saniores Protestantes), he asserted, have 
acknowledged that the words by which the sacrament is consecrated are 
consecratory (consecratoria), and not only discursive (concionalia); 
they are not merely addressed to the people as instruction, but are said 
in order to consecrate the eucharist (ad Eucharistiam consecrandam). 
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Those whom Forbes appears to have had in mind when he spoke of men who 
understood the words as addressed only to the congregation, are some of 
the Reformed. That Forbes had Calvin and some of his followers in mind 
as less sound Protestants is indicated by a passage of the Archbishop of 
Spalatro which he included. In this text, the Archbishop calls into 
question whether the churches which have been reformed by Calvin possess 
a true sacrament if they consecrate the eucharist merely by a discourse 
and exhortation of the minister, without employing any special prayers 
consecrative of the sacrament (si sola concione et ministri ac}iortatione 
conficiunt Eucharistiam nuZZis specialibus adhibitis precious Sacramenti 
consecratoriis). 
78 
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One must keep in mind that in his Institution, Calvin had taught 
that the promises by which the consecration is accomplished are not 
directed to the elements themselves, but to those who receive, 
79 
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his Commentarius in Harmoniam EyangeZicam, he taught that bread is not 
consecrated by whispering and breathing, but by the clear doctrine of 
faith. It is, he argued, a piece of magic and sorcery when 
consecration is addressed to a dead element; consecration is nothing 
other than a solemn testimony by which the Lord appoints to us an 
earthly sign for a spiritual use, and this cannot take place unless his 
command and promise are distinctly heard with the purpose of edifying 
the faithful: 
Sed tenendum est interea, non consecrari panem 
susurro et flatu, sed cZara fidel doctrina, Et 
sane magiea incantatio est, quum ad mortuum 
eZementum dirigitur consecratio: quia panis non 
sibi, sed nobis symboZum corporis Christi 
efficitur. In summa, nihil aZiud est consecra- 
tio quarr solenne testimonium, quo nobis terrestre 
et corruptibile signum Dominus in spiritualem 
usum destinat: quod fieri non potest, nisi Clare 
ad fidem aedificandam resonent eius mandatum et 
promissio. Unde rursum patet, obscuro murmure 80 
et flatu apud papistas impie profanari mysterium. 
In discussing the form of consecration, Forbes stated that some 
theologians claim that it is the words of institution which constitute 
the eucharistic consecration. The majority of Protestants, however, 
think that it is effected not only by the words of Christ, but by the 
mystical prayer which implores the descent of the Holy Spirit to 
sanctify the elements, and so by the whole service performed by the 
minister and communicants, Forbes argued: 
Non enim solis illis Christi verbis consecra- 
tionem fieri existimant, sed etiam mystica prece, 
qua Spiritus Sancti adventus imploratur, qui 
elementa sanctificet, atque adeo actione tota, 
quatenus ea, cum a ministro, twn a ggrrmrunicantibus 
fit secundwn institutionem Christi. 
Among this "majority of Protestants", Forbes probably had in mind his. 
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own Scottish Reformed co-religionists, since there is evidence to 
suggest that an epiclesis was part of the Scottish way of celebrating 
the sacrament during the early seventeenth century. 
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The Scriptures, Forbes argued, favour this opinion of the 
Protestants, and many Fathers have taught that the elements are 
consecrated by prayer and invocation. To support this opinion, he 
cited men such as the Archbishop of Spalatro, Cassander, William 
Lindanus and the writers of the Antididagma of Cologne. 
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The question 
of consecration was a minor controversy (controversioZa) which had been 
debated for a long time between the Greeks and Latins, Forbes stated, 
with some westerners, both Roman'and Protestant, defending the Latin 
opinion, and some the Greek opinion. Neither teaching, however, 
should be condemned as a grave or impious error (Neutra tarnen gravis auf 
impii erroris damnanda est). 
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Despite this tolerant attitude, Forbes 
clearly favoured the Greek Orthodox understanding of consecration by 
prayer and epiclesis, quoting passages from the Archbishop of Spalatro 
and others, which state that the Eastern opinion represents the 
consensus of the ancient Latins, as well as the Greeks, and is safer 
and more probable . 
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Erasmus, Forbes argued, suggested caution in 
defining the'form of consecration, since Thomas Aquinas and Gabriel 
Biel had admitted that orthodox divines had differed from each other on 
this question. 
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Forbes concluded from all this that tolerance was the 
best solution to this controversy: Atque haec hac de lite sufficiant, 
in qua nihil temere et tanquam de fide definiendum est. 
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Two elements, therefore, were part of Forbes' understanding of 
consecration. First, the consecration is directed toward the earthly 
elements, not as a sermon toward the communicants. Secondly, he 
accepted the Greek Orthodox teaching that consecration is by means of 
the Church's prayer and epiclesis, without eliminating the words of 
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Christ as part of that consecrating prayer (non 8oZis iZZis Christi 
verbi), and without condemning the Latin view. 
A second defender of prayer and epiclesis as the form of 
consecration was Taylor. In The Great Exemplar (1649), he set forward 
what serves as the foundation for his understanding of eucharistic 
consecration, arguing that external rites of divine institution 
"receive benediction and energy from above" through the mediation of 
prayer. (Thorndike, as we shall see, had already in 1642 argued that 
prayer is the vehicle of consecration. See, pp. 397 ff. Perhaps 
Taylor was influenced in this regard by Thorndike's of Religious 
Assemblies. ) There is, Taylor stated, nothing ritual which is not 
joined with "something moral" required of all persons capable of the 
use of reason. Both "works and graces" are included, i. e., God 
requires man to do something, and man goes to God to obtain it "in the 
means of his own hallowing". So true is this conjunction of the 
sacramental rites with "something moral", that the Greek Orthodox Church 
does not attribute the "mystery of consecration in the venerable 
eucharist" to any "mystical words" or "secret operation of syllables", 
but rather to the "efficacy of the prayers of the Church, in the just 
imitation of the whole action and rite of institution". 
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Two years later, in his Clerus Dorn'ni, Taylor set out the 
relationship between prayer and the words of Christ. In the sacrament, 
he argued, bread and wine are "hallowed and lifted up" by "mystical 
prayers and solemn invocations of God", as Dionysius called the 
consecration tcXcar LX& bt L XAoc LS, "prayers of consecration", and 
St. Cyril taught that "the eucharistical bread, after the invocations 
of the Holy Ghost is not any longer that common bread, but the body of 
Christ". 
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Yet, Taylor argued, the words of institution should be 
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repeated at every celebration "because the whole action is not 
completed according to Christ's pattern, nor the death of Christ so 
solemnly enunciated without them, yet even those words also are part of 
a mystical prayer". 
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St. Basil was mistaken when he claimed that they 
are intended only &v g I, bE 1, ö LTJY iSaco , "'by way of history' or 
narration". 
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The ancient liturgies included them, not as a mere 
narrative, but "also with the form of an address, or invocation", and at 
the recitation of the words of institution the people responded with 
"Amen", indicating a consecration in the form of prayer. St. Augustine 
called the words and form of consecration, orationes, the prayers before 
the consecration, preces, and the whole action, oratio; this was 
according to the style, practice and sense of nearly the entire 
Church. 
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St. Basil taught that there is more necessary to the 
consecration than the words recited by the apostles and evangelists. 
The words of Christ, Taylor argued, are retained "as part of the 
mystery co-operating to the solemnity, manifesting the signification of 
the rite, the glory of the change, the operation of the Spirit, the 
death of Christ, the memory of the sacrifice". Yet, this work is 
accomplished by the Holy Spirit through the prayer and invocation of 
the priest. 
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Whether consecration by prayer means the words of institution used 
as prayer or the prayers annexed to the narrative, it is still by way of 
prayer, Taylor argued. The "sacramental change" which passes from God 
to people by the priest is "obtained and effected by way of prayer". 
Since the Holy Spirit is the consecrator, He is either called down by 
"the force of a certain number of syllables" or He is called down by the 
prayers of the Church presented by the priest. The former certainly is 
not true, since there is much variety in the biblical accounts of the 
words of institution, and because it would be so similar to the "Gentile 
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rites, and the mysteries of Zoroastes, and the secret operations of the 
Enthei and the heathen priests". Unless God has explicitly stated that 
such power is affixed to the recitation of certain words, it is "not 
with too much forwardness to be supposed true in the spirituality of the 
Gospel". 
94 
The Greek Orthodox Churches, Taylor asserted, "have with more 
severity" than the Latin Church kept the more ancient forms of 
consecration, and have affirmed that the consecration is accomplished by 
"solemn invocation alone", the words of institution being embedded in 
the prayer as an "argument to move God to hallow the gifts, and as an 
expression and determination of the desire". 
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Moreover, the canons of 
all liturgies have always "mingle Ld] solemn prayers together with 
recitation of Christ's words", and the Church of England has maintained 
the custom and sense of the ancient liturgies. The consecration, then, 
is not a "natural effect and change, finished in any one instant", 
Taylor argued, but is a "Divine alteration" consequent to the solemn 
prayer and invocation. 
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The position set out by Taylor in CZerus Domini contained a certain 
flexibility or inclusiveness by its refusal to identify the consecration 
proper with either the words of Christ or the surrounding prayers. Yet, 
it clearly was orientated toward the Eastern understanding of 
consecration through prayer and invocation. This attitude is seen even 
more clearly in 1654 The Real Presence, in which Taylor argued against 
the Roman understanding of consecration through the four words Hoc est 
corpus meum, which were thought to be effective when pronounced by a 
priest with the proper intention. christ-certainly used these words, 
Taylor acknowledged, as well as the rest of the words of institution, 
but He did not indicate which are "the consecrating words", and He did 
not appoint the apostles to use those particular words. He told them 
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to perform the action, remembering and representing His death. The 
recitation of these words is not intended to be "the sacramental 
consecration, and operative of the change". 
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All words spoken in the 
person of another are "declarative and exegetical, not operative and 
practical"; - otherwise, when the priest says Hoc est corpus meum, he 
would turn the bread into his own body, not into the body of Christ. 
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There has been, Taylor argued, a variety of opinions among Latin 
theologians concerning whether the words of institution were to be taken 
"materially", i. e., as consecration, or "significatively", i. e., as 
declaration of something. It was Thomas Aquinas and his authority 
which brought the consecratory opinion "into credit". 
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A clear indication of the incorrectness of the Roman understanding 
of the words of consecration, Taylor asserted, is that the words which 
relate to the wine are different in the evangelists' and in St. Paul's 
writings. It is not known which words were spoken by Christ, and hence, 
it is not possible to be certain that He intended any particular form of 
the words to be "consecratory or effective of what they signify". The 
Church of Rome herself has changed the form of the words of consecration 
of the chalice so that it is not the same as any New Testament version 
(Hic est enim calix sanguinis mei Novi et aeterni Testamenti, mysterium 
fidel, qui pro vobis et pro muftis effundetur in remissionem 
peccatorun). 
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Here there are additions and alterations, Taylor 
claimed, which would be very important if the words are consecratory, 
since they would not be as "operative and effective" as the words of 
Christ recorded in Matthew and Mark's Gospels, "This is my blood". 
Variety in the biblical accounts indicates that the "sense and meaning 
of the mystery, not the letters and the syllables" are the important 
factors. The mystery is "wholly spiritual", and so long as the "spirit 
of it" is retained, the-words which-express it do not matter. 
101 
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The eucharistic change is not accomplished "naturally" or "by a 
certain number of syllables in the manner of a charm", but "solemnly, 
sacredly, morally, and by prayer", Taylor argued. 
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When Christ took 
bread, He "gave thanks", or "blessed it", making it "eucharistical". 
Common bread, when blessed, c )XoyTSaac , is consecrated or made holy, 
and is made CvxaPLGZT Oc1C . To bless or consecrate, then, is to give 
thanks, and unless one maintains that this blessing of Christ, which 
comes before the recitation of the "words of consecration", is 
ineffective, it has to be admitted that the eucharistic change is 
consequent upon this giving of thanks, or blessing. The words, "This 
is my body" and "This is my blood of the New Testament", are, as the 
Byzantine theologian Nicholas Cabasi as/claimed, tv eL 5c t. 
5u y joec, )S, "by way of history and narration". 
103 
The Greek Orthodox 
Church, Taylor argued, has universally taught that the consecration is 
"made by the prayers of the ministering man". 
104 
Appealing to various 
writers, he wrote: 
Justin Martyr calls it ttv SL a Evxtjs £üXocpLQTn- 
SEißav TpoQhv, - 'nourishment made eucharistical by 
prayer'; and Origen calls it äptovs CC LcL Y£VOti. t VOUC 
ÖL& ThV El))( V, &yLbv TL - 'bread made a body, a holy 
thing by prayer' ; ÖL& TTjs 6TLLUX1jcEWs HOLZ, 6TLL(gOL- 
TA(3e(Ds TOO 6LY1OU IIVE15j1aTOs; so Damascen; - 'by 
the invocation and illumination of the Holy Ghost', 
j1ETaTtoLO0VTaL ELs To aWjla Too XpLOTOO, xa% Tb 
a 1cL - they are, changed into the body and blood of 
Christ'. But1Sgr the Greek Church the case is evident 
and confessed. 
Even in the ancient Latin Church, Taylor argued, men such as Jerome and 
Augustine spoke of the sacrament as consecrated by prayer. 
106 
In Ductor Dubitantiwn (1660), Taylor expressed uncertainty as to 
whether the verba or prayer consecrates the eucharist: "That the bread 
and wine are to be blessed, we are sure: but in what form of words, and 
whether by the mystic prayer, or the words of institution, is not 
derived to us by sufficient tradition". 
107 
This doubt as to the form 
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of consecration may have been caused by Forbes' Considerationes 
Modestae, which had been published two years earlier. - Nonetheless, in 
1667, Taylor again stated in his Dissuasive from Poe , Part II, that 
it is not agreeable to the Gospel to suppose a change effected by "the 
saying of so many words". The Church, nevertheless, recites all the 
words of institution, as seen in the liturgies of St. James, St. Clement, 
St. Basil, St. Chrysostom, St. Ambrose, the Anaphora of the Syrians and 
the universal canon of the Ethiopians. Yet, "generally the Greek 
fathers and divers of the Latin" expressly taught that the consecration 
is made by the prayers of the Church, recited by the bishop or priest. 
Christ certainly consecrated the sacrament before giving it to the 
disciples; the consecration, then, was effected by His blessing or 
benediction, and consequently, before the Verba. If it was the 
eucharist which Christ gave at Emmaus, there is no record of any 
consecration other than that of "Christ's blessing or praying over the 
elements". While something more, i. e., the words of Christ, might have 
been absent, the consecration was not performed without the prayers. 
108 
Taylor also appealed to the position of the epiclesis after the words of 
Christ in the Liturgy of St. James, which, he asserted, indicate that 
the consecration is not made before the invocation: "... for if that 
consecration was made before that prayer the epiclesisj , how comes 
St. James to call it 'bread' after consecration? " 
109 
Here one sees a theology of consecration which by explicit and 
clear citations and appeals was linked with that of the Orthodox East. 
Nicholas Cabasilas, for example, to whom Taylor referred, similarly had 
rejected the Verba alone as being the consecration and argued that the 
words of Christ spoken at the Last Supper do indeed accomplish the 
eucharistic mystery in the present-day celebration of the sacrament, 
but through the invocation and prayer of the priest. The 
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sanctification of the eucharist, he taught, is by prayer, not relying 
on any human power, but on the power and promise of God: 
... o$Tý xat evTaoea TtLQTEÜOUEV avTbV EtvaL 
TÖV tvepyoßvTa TÖ . UQT1 pLOV, TbV TOU xugCOU 
XÖyov' &XX' oÜTo, 6L& tEp6COs, 6L' tVTEÜEEWc 
aÖTOÜ, Rat eoxf S... AL& TorTO T65V uucTnpiov 
Tbv &yLaaubv Tn Evxt Too CCP6(x)g nLOTEVOucV, 
ovx i, &v8pffiLvn TLVZ, &XX. cs 8E010 öuvdLtcL 
8apßoGvTEs. 
The rejection of the Verba Christi as the form of consecration was, 
as has already been pointed out, also part of Reformed teaching. One 
must also keep in mind that the 1644 Westminster Directory, whatever 
Taylor found wrong with it, 
III 
had also identified the "blessing" of the 
bread and wine with a prayer of thanksgiving. Moreover, it directed 
the minister "earnestly to pray to God... to vouchsafe his gracious 
presence, and the effectuall working of His Spirit in us, and so to 
sanctify these Elements both of Bread and Wine, and to blesse his own 
Ordinance, that we may receive by Faith the Body and Blood of Jesus 
Christ... ". 
112 
The point at which Taylor differed from the Reformed position 
concerns the direction of the words of institution. The liturgy which 
he created (found in his 1658 Collection of offices), heavily indebted 
to the Eastern Orthodox Liturgy of St. James, 
113 
reflected Taylor's 
theology by placing the words within the eucharistic prayer, and thus, 
recited God-ward. Like the Liturgy of St. James, the liturgies of SS. 
Chrysostom and Basil also included the words of Christ as part of the 
eucharistic prayer; after their recitation by the priest, the people 
respond with "Amen", and the celebrant then continues with the 
anamnesis-prayer. 
114 
In the Reformed tradition, the words of Christ 
were recited man-ward as proclamation to the communicants. Calvin, for 
example, in rejecting the position that the Verba are directed toward 
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the elements wrote: 
... ne s'adressent point aux signes, mais 
ä ceux 
qui les regoyvent. Or Iesus Christ ne parZe 
point au pain, pour Zuy corrnnander qu'il devienne 
son corps, mais iZ connande a ses disciples d'en 
manger, et leur promet que ce Zeur sera ul15 
tesmoignage de Za communion de son corps. 
This understanding was liturgically expressed in Reformed eucharistic 
services, such as those found in The Genevan Service Book, 
116 
the 
Scottish Book of Common order, 
117 
and the Westminster Directory, 
118 
by 
including the recitation of the words of Christ outside the prayer of 
thanksgiving. They were connected with the "Invitation" at the 
beginning of the service, were recited just before the eucharistic 
prayer, or were read at the distribution of the elements; 
Taylor's understanding, therefore, resembled that of both the 
Orthodox and the Reformed in his rejection of the Verba Christi as the 
consecration itself, and in his acceptance of prayer as the means for 
sanctifying the elements. He was closer to the Orthodox inasmuch as 
he understood the words of institution as included within the 
eucharistic prayer, rather than as a direct proclamation to the 
congregation. 
A third defender of consecration by prayer and epiclesis was 
Thorndike. Of all the Anglicans under consideration, his understanding 
of consecration was, perhaps, the most clearly and precisely developed. 
In his 1642 Of Religious Assemblies, he related a valid consecration to 
the unity of the Church. The faith of the community, he argued, 
expresses itself in a specific way in order to effect the eucharistic 
presence, i. e., the consecration of the elements. The prayer in which 
the Church agrees is able to make the sacrament "the bread of God". 
119 
Thereföre, the unity of the Church is the presupposition'of an effective 
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consecration in Thorndike's thinking: "The celebration of the 
Eucharist is not sound nor effectual but under the Bishop, that is, in 
the unity of the Church, therefore sacrilege in them that attempt it 
Ei. 
e. a celebration outside this unity] ". 
120 
Thorndike was, moreover, specific with regard to the form which 
this consecration takes - an act of thanksgiving, from which the 
sacrament has been given the name of "eucharist". It has always been 
consecrated with thanksgiving in which remembrance is made of all the 
blessings of God's providence, and in particular, that of Christ's work, 
which is commemorated "with prayer that His ordinance may be effectual 
to the present". 
121 
There is no "law of God in the Scriptures" which 
"enacteth this sacrament to be celebrated with that thanksgiving and 
prayer for the effect of Christ's institution", Thorndike acknowledged, 
but because it has been thus celebrated "from the beginning of the 
Church", based on Christ's action at the Last Supper, it is necessary 
that the elements should be "actually and formally deputed by 
remembering the institution of our Lord, and by the prayer of the 
Church, professing the execution, and begging the blessing of the same". 
The mere act of receiving the elements as a sacrament, without 
consecration, is not sufficient, he argued. 
122 
The content of this consecration was "at large laid down" in the 
form of thanksgiving found in the Constitution of the Apostles, 
Thorndike maintained: 1. a rehearsal of "God's unspeakable perfections", 
of His providence toward fallen man and of His giving of the Law to 
Israel, with praise to Him in union with cherubim and seraphim, 2. a 
recounting of the incarnation and the whole course of Christ's 
dispensation in the flesh, especially His passion, crucifixion and 
resurrection, and 3. the recitation of the institution of the eucharist. 
This basic structure is found in other ancient liturgies, such-as those 
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of St. James, St. Basil, St. Mark and St. Chrysostom, Thorndike claimed, 
and the preface of the Roman mass "seemth to be that which remaineth of 
this thanksgiving". 
123 
But how is it possible for the bread and wine to be deputed to 
become the body and blood of Christ through thanksgiving, Thorndike 
asked. His answer was that it "seemeth unquestionable that the 
thanksgiving wherewith our Lord in the Gospel is said to have 
celebrated this Sacrament at His last supper, contained also prayer to 
God for the effect to which the elements, when they became this 
Sacrament, are deputed". 
124 
As with the miracle of the loaves, it 
cannot be doubted that beside blessing God for His creatures He prayed 
also for the purpose of that which He intended to do". 
125 
The 
thanksgiving of Christ at the first eucharist must have contained prayer 
deputing the bread and wine "for signs to exhibit His body and blood"; 
otherwise, the disciples would not have understood His words of 
distribution, which designated them as His body and blood. Moreover: 
For that which is affirmed must be true before it 
be truly affirmed, and the process of this action, 
blessing and delivering the elements, and 
commanding to receive them as His body and blood, 
importeth that He intended to affirm that so they 
were,, in the true sense which the 1 ds import, 
at the instant of delivering them. 
The Church, Thorndike argued, has always recited the institution 
narrative and then prayed for the effect of it at the present 
celebration. 
127 
All the Eastern liturgies, together with testimonies 
of ecclesiastical writers, demonstrate that prayer is used to obtain 
from God the fulfilment of the promise "which the institution of Christ 
supposeth". 
128 
The recitation of Christ's institution shows that what 
is presently done is in obedience to the original institution. Prayer 
is made so that "by the Holy Ghost the elements may be sanctified to 
become the body and blood of Christ, and then that they may be to such 
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effects of grace as are specified in the form to them that 
communicate". 
129 
Thorndike here distinguished an epiclesis for the 
transformation of the gifts from prayer that the reception might be 
efficacious. The petition in the Roman mass, ut nobis corpus et 
sanguis fiat, shows that prayer is made "for the effect of Christ's 
institution in the elements", he argued. Likewise, the reason for 
St. Ambrose's statement that after the institution has been rehearsed, 
the elements are called Christ's body and blood seems to be that the 
bread and wine are deputed to such an end by prayer "grounded on the 
institution of Christ, which it is joined with". 
130 
Thorndike 
suggested that the ancient form of the Roman mass must have contained 
an epiclesis for the deputation of the gifts as Christ's body and blood, 
distinct from the prayer which asks for the effects of the sacrament to 
be obtained by communicants. 
131 
Eight years later in his 1650 A Review of the Service of God at 
Religious Assemblies, Thorndike attacked the belief that the words of 
institution constitute the consecration. While the Church repeats 
Christ's words in the consecration of the eucharist in order to set out 
the ground upon which the Church celebrates the sacrament, the verba 
are not the consecration in themselves. When some Fathers, such as 
St. Irenaeus, 
132 
taught that the elements are consecrated by the Verba 
Christi, they did not mean the words "This is my body"; rather, they 
referred to the institution containing the command, "Do this", by 
virtue of which "the Eucharist is celebrated and the effect thereof 
assumed". Many of the same writers also affirmed, Thorndike claimed, 
that the eucharist is consecrated by mystical prayer, by calling upon 
God, by thanksgiving, or by solemn blessing, always meaning the prayer 
by which the Church consecrates the sacrament. Justin Martyr, for 
example, taught that the eucharist is consecrated by "the word of 
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prayer, that is, by the ordinance of our Lord, whereupon this prayer is 
made". 
133 
The Church must consecrate by the same means as Christ did, 
Thorndike asserted. Evxapt. vtCOL, being the same as eUXoyI ü in the 
biblical accounts of the institution, implies that the eucharist was 
consecrated by Jesus with the thanksgiving, which went before His words, 
"This is my body, This is my blood", were pronounced. These words were 
spoken when Christ delivered the sacrament to His disciples, and it was 
necessary that the sacrament was consecrated before it was delivered to 
the disciples. 
134 
The evangelists and St. Paul, he argued, signified 
the consecration with the terms "blessing" and "giving thanks". These 
terms, ci Xoyia and cOxapLatIa, have "the nature of words of art, or 
formal terms comprising the whole prayer which the Sacrament was 
consecrated with". To say that Christ blessed and gave thanks is to 
say that He did what the Church has ever since done in the consecration 
of the eucharist. 
135 
Unlike in his 1642 treatise, Thorndike was now 
able to conclude that the consecration and the prayers with which it has 
always been offered to God are among those parts of the service 
"actually prescribed by the word of God". 
136 
So important was the consecration to Thorndike, that in a letter 
published in 1656, he maintained that without it there is no valid 
eucharist. One of the reasons, he argued, that the sacrament of the 
Presbyterians and Independents in England during the Interregnum was not 
valid was that "they know not nor acknowledge the consecration, that is 
requisite to the celebration and being of this Sacrament". 
137 
Since 
the 1644 Directory had ordered both the reading of the words of 
institution and a eucharistic prayer containing an epiclesis, one 
wonders what Thorndike specifically had in mind when he levelled this 
attack. - It would seem most likely that his real concern behind this 
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statement was to defend the Book of Common Prayer which had "exactly 
maintained" the consecration. Presuming, therefore, to celebrate the 
eucharist without acknowledging the English Liturgy and attempting to 
destroy the law by which it was established, indicated that the enemies 
of the Church of England did not acknowledge the necessity of the 
consecration. They were guilty of the Lord's body and blood for "not 
distinguishing a sign of man's institution from a sacrament of God's 
appointment and ordinance". 
138 
That the Directory provided only 
directions for the consecration, rather than a set form, may have been 
what Thorndike was attacking, since in one passage he seemed to 
acknowledge the problem as a lack of concern with regard to the form of 
consecration: "Besides that, what is requisite to the consecration of 
the eucharist, or wherein it consists, they seem to be as secure of, 
and as little to regard, as the most ignorant of those sects, into which 
the once common name of Puritan stands divided at this time". 
139 
In the 1659 Epilogue we find Thorndike's most thoroughly 
articulated teaching on consecration. He excluded the notion that it 
is faith which causes the sacramental presence. (Forbes' 
Considerationes Modestae, published the previous year, had made the 
same point. Supra, p. 270. ) Certain Puritans had come close to 
holding this idea, or at least had expressed themselves in such a way 
as to suggest it. William Perkins, for example, had written, 
"Therefore, it is faith alone, that makes Christ crucified to be 
present unto us in the sacrament". 
140 
Thorndike also attacked those who, while allowing the sacrament to 
be more than a sign, did not understand the words of institution as 
meaning that the elements are the body and blood "when they are 
received", but who taught that they "become so upon being received with 
living faith". This reference is ostensibly to'the Reformed in general. 
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Such a position, Thorndike claimed, allows "no more of the Body and 
Blood to be in the sacrament than out of it" since the action of faith 
"importeth the eating and drinking of the Flesh and Blood of Christ, no 
less without the sacrament than in it". 
142 
If the words "This is my 
body" mean no more than "This is the sign of my body", the eucharist 
would be "a mere sign of the Body and Blood, without any promise of 
spiritual grace". While faith can spiritually eat and drink Christ's 
body and blood when the sacrament or sign is received, it can also do 
this without sacramental reception. 
143 
The issue, then, upon which 
Thorndike attacked the Reformed position concerned the question of how 
there is a "true and real participation of Christ's flesh" in and by 
the eucharist which is distinct from spiritual manducation outside the 
sacrament: 
Unless we can maintain, that we receive the Body and 
Blood of Christ, not only when we receive the 
sacrament of the eucharist, but also by receiving it, 
there is no cause why our Lord should say, 'This is 
My Body - this is [My] Bloods; when he delivered 
only the sign of it to good and bad, and therefore, 
not out of any coijideration of the quality of them 
that received it. 
What Thorndike was attempting to exclude here is the idea that it is by 
virtue of eating and drinking in faith that Christ is said to be present 
in the sacrament. He was concerned to affirm that it is by virtue of 
the consecration of the elements that Christ's body and blood are 
present, and consequently can be eaten and drunk. 
145 
Thorndike also rejected the teaching that the cause of Christ's 
presence is to be found in Christological dogma per se. He attacked 
the doctrine of absolute ubiquity in which the body and blood are 
thought to be present by necessity, "taking effect without exception 
after His exaltation to glory, which it is manifest is so long since 
past and done before the celebration of it". 
146 
Those Lutherans who 
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hold this position, he stated, are "commonly called Ubiquitaries, 
because they are supposed to teach" that the omnipresence of the 
Godhead is communicated to Christ's flesh so that it can be present 
everywhere and "necessarily subsisteth in the dimensions of bread" in 
the sacrament. 
147 
Thorndike did, however, recognize another party within Lutheranism, 
which did not hold the absolute ubiquitarian position. These 
theologians rejected the accusation that their understanding of the 
hypostatical union meant that the attributes and properties of the 
Godhead are transferred to the manhood of Christ as "their own proper 
subject" and reside in it so that they are "truly to be attributed to 
it". Thorndike acknowledged that this "Eutychian" position, which 
148 
confuses the natures, was repudiated by these Lutherans. The Liber 
Concordiae, he pointed out, denied that the properties of the Godhead 
are "transfused into the manhood" and that the "Manhood of Christ is 
locally extended all over the heaven and earth", but affirmed that 
Christ is able by His omnipotence to make present His body and blood 
where He wills, especially where He has promised that presence in the 
eucharist. 
149 
Martin Chemnitz, "one of the best learned of their 
divines", Thorndike claimed, "confineth himself to these terms in his 
discussion of the communication of attributes in his De Duabus Naturae 
in Christo. 150 What this party really meant to teach, Thorndike 
argued, was that in the work of Christ's mediatoriäl office, the divine 
nature communicates with the human nature such that there is a 
concurrence of both natures in effecting those works which are brought 
about by the Godhead. This is "no more than the faith of the 
Catholic Church importeth; nor inferreth the ubiquity or omnipresence 
of Christ's Flesh, as an endowment communicated to reside in it by 
virtue of the hypostatic union, as thenceforth the proper subject of 
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it", he concluded. 
151 
Because of this union, Thorndike agreed, the 
human nature in Christ is honoured with the worship due only to God, 
since it is inseparably united to the Godhead of the Word. 
152 
The arguments from Scripture for the hypostatical union appealed 
to by Lutherans, 
153 
however, had nothing to do with the eucharistic 
problem, Thorndike asserted. If one were to argue that by the will of 
God the "immensity of the Godhead" is transfused into the manhood in 
order to enable it to be present wherever the eucharist is celebrated 
"and so in the elements of it", this would result in the heresy of 
Eutyches. If it were claimed that the will of the man Christ concurs 
with His divine power in order to make present the body and blood, one 
cannot say that they are present "by virtue of the hypostatical union", 
but only "by virtue of the hypostatical union, the will and power of 
Christ is executed by the power of the Godhead concurring with it, and 
Which it acteth with". 
154 
The eucharistic presence, then, does not take place "immediately" 
by virtue of the personal union, but by means of the promise of the 
Godhead with which the human will of Christ is in communion. 
Certainly, Thorndike argued, "no man ever was so impertinent, as not to 
suppose the hypostatical union", when dealing with the question of how 
Christ should come to effect the presence of His body and blood in the 
eucharist, 
155 
but this is not a sufficient answer in the controversy 
concerning the sacrament: 
But, that being supposed and not serving the turn 
alone, it remains, that we judge it by the institu- 
tion of the eucharist, and the promise which it 
contains; that is to say, by those scriptures, 
out of which the intent of them is to be had, and 
not by the hypostatical union, which being 
supposed, the question remains nevertheless. And 
by the hypostatical union, we doubt not, but our 
Lord Christ bath power to represent His Body and 
Blood, that is, to make it present, where He please;, 
but that must be not merely by virtue of the 
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hypostatical union, but by doing the same miracle 
which transubstantiation importeth, though it be 
the hypostaticallion that enableth our Lord 
Christ to do it. 
Thorndike, therefore, did not accept the doctrine of the hypostatical 
union as resolving the question of how the eucharistic presence is 
brought about. 
157 
Be also rejected the teaching that the consecration "upon which the 
sacramental presence of the Body and Blood depends" is to be attributed 
to the recital of Christ's words and actions at the Last Supper. This 
he opposed to the prayer which the Church has always made "to the 
express purpose of obtaining this sacramental as well as spiritual 
presence". 
158 
Among the Fathers whom he cited as evidence that the 
consecration is the prayer of the Church are included Justin, Origen, 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Augustine, Chrysostom and 
Gregory the Great. 
159 
Although Thorndike's argument was based first 
of all upon the biblical narratives, it was the Church's tradition 
which seems to have been the conclusive factor. "But the strength of 
this resolution, I confess, lies in the consent of the Church; and 
those circumstances visible in the practice thereof, which, to them 
that observe them with reason, are manifest evidences of this sense.,, 
160 
In commenting on St. Gregory the Great's161 statement that the 
I 
apostles consecrated only with the Lord's Prayer, Thorndike argued that 
if Gregory meant that they celebrated the eucharist with an intention to 
consecrate the sacrament by reciting this prayer, then, he would "rather 
adhere to St. Basil, 
162 
affirming the apostles to have delivered certain 
words (that is, the meaning of certain words), to call upon God, for the 
consecrating of the elements into the Body and Blood with". 
163 
In 
choosing St. Basil over St. Gregory, he would be preferring not only one 
man over another, but the whole Church, Thorndike claimed. 
164 
The 
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consecration should certainly end with the Lord's Prayer, a practice 
which may have come from the apostles. 
165 
The true meaning of 
St. Gregory's words, however, concerns the distinction between 
celebrations of the eucharist made "plainly, by prayer, with 
commemoration of our Lord's passion" and those more elaborate 
celebrations with a "solemnity of lessons, Psalms, and prayers". 
Gregory's words, ut ad ipsam solumodo orationem, mean to consecrate "at" 
or "with" the Lord's Prayer alone, not "by" it alone, he argued. This 
indicates that the Lord's Prayer was always used to conclude the 
consecration, regardless of the type of service. 
166 
If, however, one did not accept this interpretation of Gregory's 
words, Thorndike offered still another way of understanding the use of 
the Lord's Prayer as the form of consecration, i. e., that the apostles 
referred the petition of "our daily bread" to the eucharistic bread and 
cup. The intention of the consecration, then, could be found in this 
petition of the assembly praying the Lord's Prayer over the elements and 
expecting to receive the body and blood of Christ for the conveying of 
the Holy Spirit into their souls. Thorndike did not "doubt of their 
receiving the Body and Blood", provided that the "order of the Church 
received from the apostles be not neglected" on more solemn 
occasions. 
167 
The recitation of the Lord's Prayer with the proper 
intention was far better than using the correct form of consecration but 
believing the eucharist to be only a sign to confirm faith. In the 
latter case, there would be no consecration, and consequently, no 
reception of the body and blood. 
168 
Later writings of Thorndike continued the various themes of his 
earlier works. In his 1662 Just Weights and Measures, he asserted that 
the notion that the communicant's faith causes the sacramental presence 
is an "error in the foundation of faith". It is "enough to render the 
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sacraments no sacraments, which are celebrated professing it". 
169 
In 
1667 he was still concerned with this issue, arguing that if one were 
to make the faith of him who receives the sacrament the cause of the 
presence, there would "remain no cause either of sacrament or 
consecration or Church, to do that, which faith does without the 
elements". 
170 
In Just Weights and Measures, Thorndike again asserted that the 
consecration is by prayer, in fact, "nothing else but by prayer, that 
God would send the Holy Ghost upon the present elements, and make them 
the Body and Blood of Christ; that they, who should receive them 
worthily, might be filled with His grace". 
171 
Given this understanding 
of consecration, as well as his criticism of the Puritans, it is 
surprising that Thorndike was willing to tolerate the form of 
consecration in the 1604 English Prayer Book, which contained no 
explicit epiclesis for a transformation of the gifts, praying only, 
"Hear us, 0 merciful rather, we beseech thee; and grant that we, 
receiving these thy creatures of bread and wine, according to thy Son 
our Saviour Jesus Christ's holy institution, in remembrance of his 
death and passion, may be partakers of his most blessed body and blood 
... ". 
172 
In Just Weights and Measures, he acknowledged this lack, 
when he wrote that the prayer of the 1604 Book "seemeth agreeable to 
the intent of God's Church", but that the forms of consecration in the 
first Book of Edward VI and in the Scottish Liturgy of 1637 were "more 
agreeable". 
173 
In The Reformation of the Church of England (1670-72), Thorndike 
reiterated the importance of the consecration, going so far as to 
suggest that agreement concerning it could lead to a resolution of the 
eucharistic controversies: 
If this were agreed upon, which cannot be resisted 
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but by Socinains and Fanatics; - that the Body 
and Blood of Christ become present in the 
sacrament by the institution of our Lord, by 
celebrating the sacrament, whereby His institu- 
tion is executed by consecrating the elements to 
the purpose that the Body and Blood of Christ 
may be received: - the whole dispute concerning 
the manner of presence in the nature of the 
formal cause might be superseded. For then all 
parties must agree, that they are present 
sacramentall , as the nature of a sacrament 
requireth. 
To summarize Thorndike's teaching on consecration, one can say that 
like both the Reformed (to whom he was not favourably inclined) and the 
Eastern Orthodox (to whose liturgies he frequently appealed), he 
emphasized the prayer of the Church as the means whereby the elements 
are sanctified. He rejected the notion that the words of institution 
constitute the consecration, and he stressed the invocation of the Holy 
Spirit in the eucharistic prayer as did the Orthodox. 
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Moreover, he 
understood the consecration to be of supreme importance in eucharistic 
theology and to provide a way out of the morass caused by the divisions 
in sacramental doctrine. 
As with other issues, the Caroline divines were not agreed on the 
form of consecration in the eucharist. Diversity of opinion is a hall- 
mark of their response to the question of how the sacrament is 
sanctified or effected. They were united, however, in their affirmation 
that the consecration concerns something which happens to the elements, 
and is not merely words addressed to the congregation. 
Divines such as Saravia (inasmuch as he was interested in the 
question), Andrewes, Montague, Cosin in his early years, and Laud 
emphasized the importance of the recitation of the words of institution. 
In so doing, they were loyal to the Canons of 1604 which established the 
words of Christ as the indispensable minimum for consecrating bread and 
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wine to be the sacrament of the body and blood. This position 
reflected the dominant understanding of consecration held in the West 
for centuries, and maintained by Lutherans and Romans after the 
sixteenth-century theological disruption. 
The other Caroline theologians, however, moved away from this 
doctrine. Forbes refused to condemn the western understanding as 
wrong, but preferred the teaching that consecration occurs by 
"mystical prayer" and the epiclesis, and not only by the words of 
Christ. Cosin, in his later years, while still including the words of 
institution in his understanding of consecration, emphasized the role 
of prayer together with them. Taylor and Thorndike were the most 
explicit in identifying prayer and invocation of the Spirit as the form 
of consecration and in denying that this could be attributed to the 
recitation of the Verba Christi. The linking of consecration with the 
giving of thanks was an idea common to both the Reformed and the 
Eastern Orthodox. Although the retention of the words of institution 
within the prayer of consecration, together with an epiclesis, was 
characteristic of Orthodox liturgical practice (and defended by these 
Anglicans), the invocation of the Holy Spirit can be found within the 
Reformed tradition as well. Although the seventeenth-century English 
eucharistic rite did not contain an explicit epiclesis (the closest it 
came was to ask God to grant that the communicants might be made 
partakers of Christ's body and blood. Supra, p. 370), it must be 
remembered that the 1549 rite had included one, as well as the ill- 
fated "Scottish Liturgy" of 1637. The Anglican liturgical tradition, 
therefore, was not completely bereft of an invocation of the Spirit, 
and these rites, undoubtedly, served as inspiration to seventeenth- 
century Anglicans who re-asserted the role of the Holy Spirit in 
consecration. 
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It is remarkable that neither Taylor nor Thorndike offered an 
explanation of how the 1604 canonical requirement of consecration of 
supplementary elements by means of the words of institution could fit 
with their understanding of consecration. It is also note-worthy that 
they refrained from attacking earlier Caroline divines who had 
expressed, either by means of explicit theological statements or by 
means of various Visitation Articles, their acceptance of this canonical 
norm. This suggests that, despite the vigour of their arguments, 
Taylor and Thorndike did not draw the boundaries of "correct teaching" 
so tightly in this matter as to exclude absolutely the traditional 
western doctrine, or its exponents. This is not altogether surprising, 
since the received tradition (a liturgy with a eucharistic prayer of 
consecration containing the verba Christi, and yet canons specifying the 
words of institution as the form for consecrating additional elements) 
contained in itself elements easily susceptible of varying 
interpretations. 
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142Works, 
4: 13. 
143 
Ibid. 
1441bid. 
,, p. 12. 
145ibid., 
p. 16. While the individual's faith does not create the 
eucharistic presence, yet, according to Thorndike, faith is involved, 
i. e., the Church's faith is the effectual cause. It is the "profession 
of that common Christianity, which makes men members of God's Church" 
which causes the body and blood of Christ to be sacramentally present in 
the elements, the faith of those who "believing God's promise proceed to 
execute His ordinances, that they may obtain the same". Ibid., pp. 36- 
38. 
146 
Ibid., pp. 5-6. 
1471bid;, 
p. 43. 
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1481bid., 
p. 42. 
149 
Ibid., p. 44; see also, Die Bekenntnisschriften, pp. 11,1047. 
150Thorndike 
appealed to the passage in which Chemnitz compared 
iron in fire to the hypostatical union, such that while the iron and 
fire were not separable, yet they were distinct in their natures. See, 
The Two Natures in Christ, pp. 289-91. 
151Works, 4: 45. 
152 
Ibid., p. 41. See also, pp. 45-46: "... but the concurrence 
of both natures to the effecting of those works, wherein the Mediator's 
office is seen, whereupon depends that honour and worship, which the 
Manhood challenges in the person of Christ, as inseparable from the 
Godhead, to which originally that honour is due". 
153Such 
as, Heb. 1: 3, Acts 2: 33, Eph. 1: 20-22, St. John 3: 34. 
Ibid., 45-46. Also, The Two Natures, pp. 411-22. 
1541bid., 4: 46. 
155 
Ibid. 
1561bid., 
pp. 46-47. 
157 
In his Reformation of the Church of England (1670-72), 
Thorndike argued that acceptance of ubiquity would mean that the 
presence of Christ did not depend on anything which the Church does in 
celebrating the sacrament, i. e., on the consecration. If Christ's 
body and blood are present everywhere, why celebrate the sacrament at 
all? Ibid., 5: 543-44. 
1581bid., 
4: 58. 
159Ibid., 
pp. 58-68. 
160Ibid., 
p. 54. 
161Orationem 
vero Dominicam idcirco mox post precem dicimus, quia 
mos apostolorum fuit ut ad ipsam solurmodo orationem oblationis hostiam 
consecrarent. Et valde mihi inconveniens viswn est ut precem quam 
schoZasticus composuerat super obZationem diceremus, et ipsam 
traditionem quarr Redemptor noster composuit super ejus corpus et 
sanguinem non diceremus. PL, 77: 956-57 ( istola xii. Ad Joannem 
Syracusanum isco um). See also, Thorndike, Works, 4: 64. 
162 T6v 6v zf. j' ExxXnolc, rtecpuXayyeu6vov 6oyu&Z(L)v xaL 
xrlPuYUdLtcv r& uev 6x Tf S tyYP6pou oLö xaXL'as 8Xouev, T& 8 
61 T1s Twv o. rioatdXWv ttapaödcecjs 5La8os vza ýuty Cv uuazrjpCcp 
ttapaöcE &uc&t. T& iris trtt, xXi aecoS pAj =Ta CTtL Tfi, t, vaÖCLE et, 
TOO äptiou tns EvXcapLatCas xad zoü rtotnpCou zfS c XoyLas TLs 
twv &yCc v CYYP&(PwQ AuVv hatiaX XoLnev; Oü y&p 5t T06TOLC 
dLpxoüue, &a, iLv b' AndaioXos ý Tb Evayy&Xt. ov tncuvfiaen, 6. XX& 
hat npoXtyoucv xat bUX6youev tTepa, wS UCYa. 7'nv CXovza Wpbs 
zb uwotijpLov zfiv CoXüv, Cx tii &yp6. pou 8L6aQxaXLaS 
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rtotpc Xcaß6vteC . PG, 32: 188 (De. S iritu Sancto). 
Thorndike, Works, 4: 60. 
See also, 
r 
163Works, 4: 64-65. 
1641bid., 
p. 65. 
1651bid. 
1661bid., 
p. 67; see also, I (Part 2): 547. 
1671bid., 
4: 68 (Epilogue). Added in the margin next to "order of 
the Church" is the following: "What order? that order, which I 
maintain by the reasons premised to be their order, containing more than 
the Lord's Prayer". Ibid., ft. nt. x. 
168Ibid., 
p. 68. 
169Ibid., 5: 174. It can be noted here that the Lutherans in the 
sixteenth century had accused the Reformed of making the eucharistic 
presence dependent upon the faith of the communicants: ... auf 
den 
geistlichen und innerlichen Gebrauch des Glaubens, deuten, als ware es 
den Unwirdigen kein Sakrament, und geschehe die Niessung des Leibs 
Christi allein geistlich durch den Glauben, oder als [macheteTJ der 
Glaube den Leib Christi im heiligen Abendmahl gegenwärtig und 
derhalben die unwirdigen, ungläubigen Heuchler den Leib Christi nicht 
gegenwärtig empfingen. Die Bekenntnisschriften, p. 1002nkordien- 
ormel: Solida Declaratio, VII). 
170Works, 
5: 324 (The True Principle of Comprehension: or a 
Petition against the Presbyterian Request for a Comprehensive Act, 1667 
L first published in the LACT edition]). 
1711bid., 
p. 182. 
172Liturgiae Britannicae, pp. 215-16. 
173Works, 5: 245-46 Emphasis is mine]. 
174 
Ibid., p. 544. 
175The 
medieval Byzantine theologian, Nicholas Cabasilas, for 
example, had argued that the verba alone do not consecrate, and that 
only after the epiclesis does the eucharistic transformation occur: 
... o t(A)S av-W Ttap6öwxc Ttpb TOO n68ous TO% 
&. y CoLS avtOO 
110L3itatC, xaA cis 686Eato no-r'pLov, xat ws 9Xapev &ptOV, xaL 
E1XapLatlav lyCaae. xat 6C eNC öL' 6v 65T Xc)CE to 
UUOT pLOV, xaL avT& T& ýrjuata cLVELTtcV, Etta npoandTttCL, 3WLL 
c c-raL xaL Lx6TE6E L, -r&C ®e taS 6xc tvac (p()V&C TOO uovoYEVOÜC 
YCOO aüzoO, TOO EoyziPoS f4i7v LpapudaaS xat fnt T)V 
npoxe LuýVC)v öcýpwv, xai, öeEd. ueva tb ttav&y LOV avzoO Rat 
navzoöuVäuevoV Ilvcüua uct Xn3flVaL, Tbv uýv &pzov ECc avzb 
Tb t tt. OV Rat &yLOV aüzoü Qc)ua, zbv öý otvoQ Etc CLOT6 tb 
&XPcVTOv aüzov atua. To rrcov öý C pnj Vwv, Tb näv zns 
CcpoupyLas fivuata, xaL tc-ýXECtaL... ToOto öL& tfC XELPbS 
xat TfS YXwcQnS TELv Z ep&Ov T& uuaziipLa tcXýoLOUpyCL.. 
AO 
. 
trl rfjc fcpwoüvns övvauLr., oüioc 6 fcPýuc. PG; 150: 425, 
422 
428 (Expositio Liturgiae); Commentary on the Divine Liturgy, pp. 69, 
71. For the same emphasis on. the epiclesis, see the response of 
Jeremiah II to the Lutherans. Acta et Scri ta, p. 86. 
176Forbes, 
of course, would not have been affected by the Scottish 
Liturgy, since he died before its publication. For the similarity 
between the prayer of consecration in the 1549 and 1637 liturgies and 
in Cosin's Durham Book, see, Cuming, The Durham Book, p. xxiv. For 
Thorndike's attitude to these two earlier rites, supra, p. 407. 
Taylor's own eucharistic rite was patterned in certain respects after 
the Scottish Liturgy of 1637 (Porter, Jeremy Taylor, pp. 75 ff. ), and 
it, as well as Eastern liturgies, undoubtedly, influenced him with 
respect to the epiclesis. 
VIII: EUCHARISTIC ADORATION 
The doctrine of sacramental presence inevitably raises the question 
of eucharistic adoration, i. e., is it possible, and if so, to what 
extent is it appropriate, to worship Christ in the sacrament? This was 
an issue which had plagued the English Church since the early days of 
her reformation in terms of the kneeling question. The Black Rubric of 
the 1552, rite had been added precisely in order to satisfy those who 
opposed kneeling at the reception of holy communion on the grounds that 
it implied the adoration of the sacramental elements or a supposed "real 
and essential presence" of Christ's'hatural flesh and blood". The 
rubric denied this, maintaining that kneeling was only an appropriate 
posture to signify humble thanks for "the benefits of Christ" and to 
1 
avoid "profanation and disorder". The elevation of the sacrament had 
already been abandoned in the 1549 Book, 
2 
but kneeling to receive the 
eucharist still conjured up the old Roman mass in the minds of some 
Englishmen. 
In 1572 the issue was still a burning one, with the Puritan An 
Admonition to Parliament stating: "Then 
[in 
early centuriee they 
ministred the Sacrament with common and usual bread: ... They 
receaved it sitting: we kneelyng, according to Honorius'Decree". 
3 
The conflict continued into the seventeenth century, with the Puritan 
party in the Church of England maintaining that kneeling to receive 
holy communion simply did not accord with a Reformed doctrine of the 
sacrament, which, after all, was what the English Church officially 
espoused. In the 1605 A Protestation Concerning Kneeling in the VeEZ 
Act of Receiving, William Bradshaw argued that such a practice was 
opposed to that "of all reformed Churches". _ 
To claim that it was - 
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instituted "for reverence in regard of bread and wine" could only mean 
one of two things: 1) either, reverence is due them because they 
represent the body and blood - and then for the same reason one "may 
worship the Crucifix" - 2) or, because Christ is present in them, as the 
"heresies" of transubstantiation and consubstantiation teach. Kneeling, 
according to this Protestation, is nothing but the "daughter and Nurse" 
of the Roman and Lutheran doctrines. "But I detest your reall 
presence", Bradshaw continued, "therefore I abhor your Idolatrous 
Kneeling. "4 Bradshaw, as well as other Puritans, 
5 
obviously was not 
convinced that the required custom of kneeling6 was only a question of 
propriety and reverence. One might paraphrase their argument this way: 
If the English Church holds a Reformed doctrine of the eucharist, why 
does she enjoin a liturgical practice which better expresses the 
Lutheran or Roman doctrine and implies an adoration of Christ as 
"locally" present in the sacrament? With this debate as the backdrop 
for our discussion of eucharistic adoration, we can now turn to the 
Caroline divines themselves. 
As we have tried to demonstrate in previous chapters, Saravia's 
i 
understanding of eucharistic presence was in many ways similar to that , 
of the Lutherans. In terms of eucharistic adoration, this is seen even 
more clearly, and his position contrasts sharply with that of the 
Puritans. One should keep in mind that his De Sacra Eucharistia was 
written just about the same time, or shortly after, Bradshaw's A 
Protestation. Although Saravia stated that he would not concern 
himself to argue against those churches which had decided in favour of 
sitting at the table to receive the sacrament, provided they included 
that faith and piety which the majesty of so great a mystery require, 
M clearly defended kneeling at the eücharist against those who 
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objected to the practice of the church in which they lived, i. e., the 
Puritans. 7 Men are afraid, he argued, of the adoration of bread if 
the eucharist is taken on bended knees, but this is a fear which 
occurred in no other time: Metuitur hodie, quod antehac nunquam, Parris 
adoratio, si flexis genibus sumatur Eucharistia. 
8 
Some prefer to sit 
in order to avoid the worship of bread, but this is a practice which is 
done without any authority or example of the orthodox who have come 
before: Hodie tarnen multis, vitandae artoZatriae gratia, placeret 
sessio ad mensam, quamvis orthodoxorum qui nos praecesserunt, id nuZZo 
fiat exempZo. 
9 
Rather than bread worship, one ought to fear that one 
might not worship that which is there and then put forward for the 
worship of the faithful, Saravia asserted: Mihi multo magis metuendum 
videtur ne quis non adoret Quod iZZic tune adorandum fideZibus 
proponitur. 
10 
What is this new idea, he asked, which has come over 
the minds of Christians that they would rather testify by sitting at the 
Lord's Table that they do not worship that which no one has ever said 
ought to be worshipped, than confess by kneeling that they worship that 
which all the orthodox have judged ought to be worshipped: Quae nova 
haec animos Christianorum incessit reZigio, ut maZint sedendo testari se 
non adorare, quod nerno unquam adorandum docuit, potius quam 
geniculando profiteri adorare se Quod tune imprimis omnes orthodoxi 
adorandum esse censuere? 
11 
Given this explicit and strong defence of 
kneeling, it is hard to understand Nijenhuis' statements that Saravia 
"considered the ceremony of kneeling, sitting or standing for 
communion an 'adiaphoron ", and that "Any ceremony is acceptable which 
is intended as an expression of reverence for the mystery of the 
present Lord . 
12 
Saravia might have considered it an adiaphoron in 
the absolute sense, since he would not argue with other churches which 
II 
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had abolished kneeling, but he certainly did not regard it as an 
indifferent or inconsequential matter when Puritans within the Church 
of England refused to kneel, claiming they wanted to avoid 
cptoXatpeCa. 
As has been seen, Saravia declared himself in favour of the 
worship of that which was "there and then put forward". Moreover, he 
expressly stated that the majesty of the sacrament is so great that if 
anyone considers what it is which he holds in his hands, i. e., the 
crucified flesh of Christ and the blood of the New Testament, he will 
be so moved in his soul with awe and wonder that he will want to 
prostrate himself totally before the tribunal of God's grace: 
Majestas hudus Sacramenti tanta est ut si quis 
fide cogitet Quid sit Quod manibus tenet quando 
Panem PocuZumve accipit, orique suo appZicat, 
nempe Carnem esse Christi Domini sui Crucifixam, 
et fusum Novi Testamenti Sanguinem, adeoque 
Ipsum Novum Testamentum, non admiratione Ipsarum 
Rerum perculsus se totr prosternat ante 
tribunal gratiae Dez. 
Wherever the true doctrine of the sacraments prevails, Saravia argued, 
there is no need to fear excessive reverence, either internally of the 
soul, or externally of the body: NuZZa meo judicio, nec mentis 
interior nec corporis exterior nimia metuenda est reverentia, ubi viget 
Vera de Sacramentis Doctrina. 14 In these passages, Saravia claimed 
that it is the presence of Christ's body which is held in the 
communicant's hands, and that one should adore both with soul and body 
that which is "there and then put forward for the adoration of the 
faithful" (Quod illic tunc adorandum fidelibus proponitur). As 
Darwell Stone has written, "Earavia's] assertions that the consecrated 
Sacrament is the body and blood of Christ are many and clear; they are 
carried to the conclusions that if the wicked communicate, they receive 
the body of Christ, and that our-Lord is to be adored as present in the 
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consecrated species". 
15 
Saravia, moreover, exonerated in his own mind both the Romans and 
the Lutherans from the charge of bread-worship. The Papalists, he 
maintained, do not teach that it is bread which is to be worshipped. 
They are careful to admonish the people that the outward forms, which 
they call accidentia, are not to be adored, but only the body and blood 
which are hidden under the visible forms. 
16 
Likewise, the German 
theologians, who believe that Christ's body is either in the bread, 
under its form or together with it, have never taught that the bread 
itself is to be worshipped. 
17 
Saravia's willingness to offer an 
apologia for the Roman Catholics and Lutherans, when joined with his own 
positive teaching on adoration, suggests that his thinking in this matter 
was not far from that of the Gnesio-lutherans. 
One must keep in mind that the Gnesio-lutherans, following Luther's 
lead, had taught the legitimacy of adoring Christ in the eucharistic 
elements. Luther, in addition to retaining the elevation in both the 
German and Latin Masses, 
18 
explicitly stated in 1525 that while he did 
not teach that the form of bread is to be adored, he did teach that the 
body of Christ in the bread is to be honoured: ... Denn wir 
leren nicht 
des brods gestalt anbeten fürchten odder ehrlich halten noch des HERRN 
tod vergessen, Sondern den Leib und blut Christi eren wir im brod, wie 
er 
[Carlstadt] 
selbs wol meis... 
19 
There is also a report that when 
Luther was asked by the three princely brothers of Anhalt whether they 
ought to abolish the elevation, he responded that this should by no 
means be done, since to do so would lessen the authority of the 
sacrament. It was one thing, he argued, to carry about the 
sacrament, but another thing to elevate it. Furthermore, since Christ 
is truly present in the bread, why should He not be reverenced and 
adored: 
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De elevatione sacramenti et adoratione. Doctor] 
M[artinus] interrogatus a tribus fratibus princip- 
ibus Anhaldensibus, an ipsi abrogare debeant eZe- 
vationem sacramenti, r{spondit] : Miniure! Nam 
video eam abrogationem minuere auctoritatem sacra- 
menti et contemptibilius fieri. Igitur non probavi, 
inquit, quod me absente D Cctor] Poorer eZevationem 
abrogavit, et cogito de restitutione. Nam aZia res 
circwnferri, aZia elevari. Praeterea cum Christus 
vere adest in pane, cur non ibi summa reverentia 
tractaretur et adoraretur eý6am? Igitur, dixit, in 
vestro ducatu non abrogate! 
A few years before his death, Luther still confessed the adoration of 
the sacrament when he stated that in the venerable sacrament of the 
altar, which one is to worship with all honour, the natural body and 
blood of Christ are given and received: In dem hochwirdigen Sacrament 
des Altars, das man mit allen ehren anbeten sol, wird gereichet und 
empfangen warhafftig der natürliche Leib und Blut des HERRN Jhesu 
Christi, beide von wirdigen und unwirdigen. 
21 
Elevation was for 
purposes of adoration, as R. T. Beckwith has pointed out, and 
consequently, the Lutherans were inclined to retain the custom. 
22 
Within sixteenth-century Lutheranism a battle had been fought over 
the adoration question. Hardt has pointed to Joachim Westphal (1510- 
1574), one of the defenders of the adoration of the sacrament, who 
enumerated various usages which accompanied the Gnesio-lutheran 
veneration of the eucharist: bowing one's head, genuflecting, falling 
down on the knees, raising one's hands, beating one's breast and using 
the sacring bell at the elevation. 
23 
The feast of the victory of 
Lutheranism (Lutherthuns) over Melancthonianism was celebrated in the 
principality of Brandenberg with prayers for the preservation of the 
doctrine of justification by faith and the doctrine of the sacrament's 
adoration. 
24 
This party within Lutheranism, ostensibly, was among 
those whom Saravia exonerated from the charge of bread-worship. 
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Andrewes' understanding of eucharistic adoration contained more 
distinctions than did that of Saravia. On the one hand, he attacked 
the Roman practice, and on the other, he still attempted to retain a 
certain adoration of Christ in the sacrament. As has already been 
seen, Andrewes rejected the adoration of the reserved sacrament. 
25 
In 
addition, in his 1610 Responsio he argued that there was a problem with 
adoration within the Roman celebration of the eucharist tied to the 
doctrine of transubstantiation. The Roman theologian, Garnettus, 
26 
he 
claimed, had admitted an ambiguity and incertitude connected with 
transubstantiation, when he acknoweldged that one is not constrained to 
believe that any particular priest has at a particular time made the 
bread into the body of Christ. 
27 
Garnettus concluded from this that 
no one is bound to believe that any particular host has with certainty 
been transubstantiated: 'Non tenetur quis' (ait Garnettus) 'ut temere 
credat, Hostiam hanc certo Transubstantiatam'. 
28 
On this basis, 
Andrewes argued, if transubstantiation is something which one believes 
in genere, and not in individuo, it ought to be enough for the people to 
adore in like manner, only in genere. The elevation and adoration of 
the sacrament as practised within the Roman Church, however, directs 
worship to be done in individuo since the priest elevates a particular 
host for adoration. The uncertain act of the priest (because it is an 
act in genere) gives rise to the certain act of the people, i. e., 
adoration given in individuo to a particular host: 
An vero, Sacerdoti si satis, ut 'credat in genere', 
etiamne et popuZo satis, ut 'adoret in genere? 
Trans ubstantiationi' quidem adoratio 'actus comnen- 
suratus'. 'Transubstantiationem' sacerdos non 
credit, nisi 'in genere', in individuo non 'credit'; 
'in individuo' tarnen elevat, et jubet adorare. 
Quid popuZus, Et iZZe etiam, nisi 'in genere' non 
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credit? (nec enim aequum, ut 'majore' fide sit, 
quarr Sacerdos) credit ergo 'in genere', non 
individuo, adorat 'in individuo', non 'genere'. 
Tum Sacerdotis 'actus incertus' ('transubstantio' 
scilicet) populi certus, (neppe adoratioý9Populi 
autem 'certus', ex Sacerdotis 'incerto'. 
Moreover, if the elevated host is adored, as having been transubstant- 
iated into the body of Christ, and it has not been properly changed 
(both priest and people remaining uncertain about the state of any 
particular host), adoration is, consequently, given to a piece of bread 
and not to Christ. The cult of the transubstantiated host, therefore, 
involves an uncertainty which can result in idolatry: 
Sacerdos enim, 'si certus' ipse non est: cur 
ergo, quasi 'certus' sit, Hostiam sic a se 
(necsit an) 'transubstantiatam' populo proponat 
adorandam? Populus autem, 'incertior' muZto 
de Sacerdotis actu alieno, quarr Sacerdos de suo, 
cur adoret propositam? An rite 'transubstant- 
iavit' nescitur, (et est hic 'sicut populus, sic 
Sacerdos') si rite non transubstantiavit, Christus 
ibi non est, 'crustuZum' modo. Si 'crustulum' 
modo est, 'crustulo' Latria exhibe56ur: Parum 
gutem id aberit ab 'IdoloZatria'. 
In these passages, Andrewes put forward a theological attack on the 
adoration of the elevated sacrament - no particular host ought to be 
made the object of worship, lest idolatry occur. This was a 
sophisticated defence (perhaps derived from Bishop Jewel 
31 
) of King 
James I's repudiation of the elevation, 
32 
which was founded on the 
teaching of the Articles of Religion that the sacrament was not 
intended to be lifted up and worshipped. 
33 
Andrewes' teaching also contains a positive assessment of 
adoration in the sacrament. To begin with, in both his 1610 
Visitation Articles in the diocese of Ely and in his 1619 Articles for 
the diocese of Winchester, he scrupulously inquired as to whether the 
priest received holy communion kneeling and administered it only to 
communicants'-who knelt. 
34 
- In his 1629 Stricturae, he distinguished 
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adoration as cuZtum divinum from adoration as venerationem. The 
former is offered to the flesh of Christ or to Christ Himself as the 
res sacramenti, while the latter pertains to the sacramental symbols, 
which remain after the consecration. The veneration or honour shown 
to the external sacrament was proper and was practised by the Church of 
England, according to Andrewes. Responding to Cardinal du Perron's 
insistence upon adoration with external gestures and acts, 
35 
the bishop 
argued that St. Cyril (appealed to by du Perron) had the communicant 
" xÜrtT CLV, that is, to bow himself, and cast his eyes to the ground; 
that is, in humble and reverent manner. And so do we". 
36 
Likewise, 
"And we (by the grace of God) hold the Sacrament to be venerable, and 
with all due respect to be handled and received". 
37 
Therefore, 
according to Andrewes, veneration and honour were due even to the 
earthly part of the eucharist, but no divine adoration could be 
legitimately offered it. Unfortunately, he never explained why this 
limited and "secondary" veneration was appropriate, or how it was 
theologically defensible. 
Adoration, however, was not limited by Andrewes to the reverential 
handling of the bread and wine. Nineteen years before his Stricturae, 
he had acknowledged in his Responsio that divine adoration is 
appropriately given to the inner reality of the sacrament, the res, 
which is Christ. Andrewes disliked Cardinal Bellarmine's expression, 
Adorationem Sacramenti Eucharistiae, 
38 
because it did not distinguish 
between the two parts of the sacrament, earthly and heavenly, visible 
and invisible: 
In 'adoratione Sacramenti', ad Zimen ipsum 
turpiter impingit. 'Sacrarnenti', ait, id est 
'Christi Domini in Sacramento, miro, sed Vero 
modo praesentis'. Apage Vero. Q4is ei hoc 
dederit? 'Sacramenti, id est, Christis in 
Sacramento. '. Imo Christus ipse- Sacramenti. res, 
in, et cum Sacramento; extra, et sine Sacramento, 
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ubi ubi est, 'adorandus' est. Rex autem Christum 
in Eucharistia vere 'praesentem', vere et 'adoran- 
dum' statuit, rem scilicet Sacramenti; at non 
Sacramentum, 'terrenam' scilicet ? partSgf, ut 
Irenaeus; 'visibiZem', ut Augustinus. 
This meant for Andrewes that the sacrament is not to be adored: Et 
Sacramentum tarnen nuZZi adoramus. 
40 
The distinction which he made is 
between Christ, the res of the sacrament, and the earthly elements of 
bread and wine. The Bishop did not differentiate between XPLOTO - 
Xcttpe to and CYCOjIcLXazpc Ca, since he also asserted that Nos Vero 'et 
in mysteriis carnem Christi' adoramus... and Nec 'carnem manducamus, 
41 
quip adoremus prius... . 
These passages might be interpreted to mean only an adoration 
within the celebration, but there is one statement of Andrewes' which 
suggests that he conceived of the worship of Christ present on the 
altar: ... et non, 'id', sed, 'Eum qui super Altar eoZitur'. 
42 
Here he was arguing on the basis of a passage from St. Gregory of Nyssa 
(supra, p. 227, ft. nt. 60 ), which had earlier been used by Chemnitz to 
show that the ancients worshipped Christ, not only in the Supper, but 
also on the altar: Hue pertinent etiam Mae antiquitatis sententiae, 
quae docent, veteres veneratos esse, & adorasse Christum Deum, & 
hominem, imo carnem Christi non tanturn in CoeZo; sed in ipso etiam 
Altari, ubi tractabantur mysteria. Nazianz. de Gorgonia sorore... 
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While Andrewes did not assert so strongly as did Chemnitz that 
Christ is present on the earthly altar and there is to be adored, at 
the very least, he allowed for this possibility, being concerned only 
to distinguish adoration of Christ from adoration of bread. In this 
sense, his position was similar to that of the Lutheran Konkordien- 
ormeZ of the previous century, which in very guarded and careful 
language had stated that the elements, or the visible forms of bread 
and wine, are not to be adored, but that only an Arian heretic would 
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refuse to adore Christ as truly and essentially present in the Supper: 
Item, do gelehret wird, dass die Element, sicht- 
liche 'species' oder Gestalt des gesegneten Brots 
und Weins, angebetet sollen serden; dass aber 
Christus selber, wahrer Gott und Mensch, so im 
Abendmahl wahrhaftig und wesentlich gegenwärtig, 
in wahren Brauch deselben solle im Geiste und in 
der Wahrheit, wie auch an allen andern Orten, 
sunderlich da sein Gemein versammlet, angebetet 
werden, kann und wirdnýimand leugnen, er Sei dann 
ein arianischer Ketzer. 
The phrase im Abendmahl is vague enough to admit of various 
interpretations, but it must be remembered that this confession also 
specifically spoke of Christ's presence im Brot und Wein im Abendmahl. 
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Neither the framers of the KonkordienformeZ nor Andrewes explicitly drew 
the conclusion that Christ is to be adored under the forms of bread and 
wine, yet both used language which allows for the adoration of Christ 
present in places on earth. One might legitimately conclude that 
Andrewes was coming dangerously close to the position which Puritans 
had accused the defenders of kneeling as holding. 
Montague does not seem to have been particularly interested in the 
question of the adoration of Christ in the eucharist, since he did not 
deal with it in either of his works which discuss the sacrament. Nor 
did he provide us with a theological defence of kneeling to receive 
holy communion. In all of his visitation Articles, however, he 
insisted that the custom be observed. In the 1628,1631 and 1637 
Articles for the diocese of Chichester, he asked whether the priest 
"first reverently upon his knees receive himselfe, and then severally, 
and distinctly give it to the communicants, they meekely kneeling, and 
not standing or sitting either at the Table or upon some bench". 
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In the 1638 Articles for Norwich, he expanded this slightly: 
Doth he next to himselfe give it 
[the 
sacrament]. 
to Clergy-men, if any be present, that they may 
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assist him in giving the Cup, and afterwards to 
every Communicant, not standing, going up and 
downe, but humbly expecting till it be brought 
and presented unto him, in such places of the 
Chancell as the ordinary hath already appointed, 
or shall hereafter think fit: doth he receive 
it from the Minister meekly kneeling upon his 
knees, which Jý the fitting posture for 
Communicants: 
Montague, undoubtedly, was concerned that the rubrics of the communion 
rite be observed against Puritan infractions. One can only wish that 
he had explained why kneeling is a fitting posture at the reception of 
holy communion. 
Forbes, however, provided us with a carefully considered defence 
of kneeling at holy communion. The "more rigid Protestants" 
(rigidiorum Protestantium), he argued in his Considerationes Modestae, 
are greatly in error when they claim that Christ is to be adored in the 
eucharist only with an internal and mental adoration, but not with any 
outward rite of worship, such as kneeling. Those theologians with few 
exceptions, he claimed, hold wrong views concerning the presence of 
Christ in the sacrament. 
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The rigid Protestants to whom he referred 
included the Puritans: Vide sis muZtos Protestantes, praesertim AngZos, 
qui de exteriore adoratione Christi in Eucharistia adversus Puritianos, 
quos appeZZant, scripserunt. 
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To condemn outward gestures of 
adoration, which most Christians from the earliest times have observed, 
either by standing or kneeling or in some other fashion, is surely an 
act of great rashness and audacity (magnae profeeto temeritatis et 
audaciae est), he claimed. 
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Forbes also defended the Romans against the charge of bread-worship. 
Many Protestants, he observed, have objected that the Papalists are 
guilty of idolatry in their adoration of the consecrated host-51 It 
would seem that Forbes had in mind, among others, Calvin, the English 
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Puritans and some of his fellow Scots, who had denounced the Roman cult 
of the sacrament as superstitious and idolatrous. 
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In contrast, 
Forbes maintained that, while the Romans might be wrong in their belief 
that the consecrated host is no longer bread (non esse cwpZius panem), 
they, nevertheless, did not adore the bread, but only the body of Christ, 
which is the proper object of adoration. He appealed to a statement by 
Suarez that Christ is to be adored and not the sacramental species. 
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He also cited Cassander, the Archbishop of Spalatro, John Barnes and 
others in his argumentation that idolatry is not committed if the 
intention is to adore Christ. 
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Moreover, he asserted, all the Greek 
Orthodox faithful adore Christ in the eucharist, and who would dare to 
excommunicate and condemn all those Christians as guilty of idolatry. 
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What Forbes rejected with regard to the Roman cult of the sacrament was 
what Andrewes had also explicitly repudiated, i. e., adoration apart from 
use (supra, p. 191). After including passages from Cassander, Erasmus 
and others, he cited Bishop Andrewes' statement that carrying the 
eucharist about is contrary to the precept and design of Christ, since 
as sacrifice it is to be consumed and as sacrament it is to be eaten, 
and is not to be stored up and carried about. 
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The foundation of Forbes' positive assessment of adoration is to be 
found in his emphasis on the actio or usus of the sacrament. The 
worthy recipient of the visible signs receives into his very body the 
body of Christ in a spiritual and miraculous manner; he ought, 
therefore, to adore the body of Christ, not in or under the bread, but 
the body which he receives with (cwt) the bread, and which is present 
in the communion. The words which Forbes chose as expressing his own 
thinking are those of Archbishop de Dominis: 
Quad ad adorationem hujus Sacramenti attinet; 
quum ºqui digne somit S. Symbola, vere et 
realiter corpus et sanguinem Christi in se 
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corpora liter, modo tarnen quodam spirituali, 
miracuZoso, et imperceptibili sumat; onmis 
digne conmunicans adorare potest, et debet 
corpus Christi quod recipit, non quod Zateat 
corpora liter in pane, auf sub pane, auf sub 
speciebus et accidentibus panis; sed quod 
quando digne sumitur panis sacramentalis, 
tunt etiam sumiter cum pane Christi corpus 
reale, illi communioni realiter praesgt3s', 
ut inquit Archiepiscopus Spalatensis. 
Again, using Archbishop de Dominis' words as an example of sound 
Protestant teaching, Forbes emphasized adoration in the usus, in the 
reception of the eucharist. Christ is to be adored with Xatpe Cct, and 
this adoration is not due to the bread or the wine or the participation 
or the eating, but is to be directed immediately to Christ's body 
exhibited through the reception of the eucharist, ... haec adoratio ... 
ipsi Christi corpori immediate per sumptionem Eucharistiae exhibito 
debetur et perficitur. 
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The immediate source of much of Forbes' thinking in this matter was, 
as has been pointed out, Archbishop de Dominis. His position also has 
much in common with the teaching developed by the Lutheran divine 
Johann Gerhard in his Loci earlier in the century. Gerhard, for 
example, was of the opinion that the dispute with the Romans did not 
concern the question of whether Christ, who is present--in the action of 
the Supper distributing His body and blood, ought to be adored: Quando 
cum Pontificiis de Veneratione Sacramenti disputatur, non est proprie 
quaestio. 1. An Christus Deus et Homo in actione sacrae coenae vere 
prass ens & corpus & sanguinem suum. mediante pane et vino'nobis 
distribuens, adorandus sit, id enim non soZum haud inviti concedimus, 
sed etiam urgernus & inculcamus... 
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Since bread remains in the 
sacrament after consecration, Gerhard argued that worship should not be 
directed to the earthly elements, lest idolatry occur, but only to 
Christ present in the eucharistic action, distributing His flesh and 
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blood: 
Pontificii statuunt, ipsum Sacramentum Eucharistiae 
seu totum illud, quod a Domino, ut sumatur, 
institutum est, esse cultu Zatriae adorandum. Nos 
contra cum Eucharistia, tonstet duabus rebus, '- 
terrena et coelesti, ideo adorationem dicimus non 
esse dirigendam ad terrena elementa panis et vini, 
ne praeter Creatorem etiam creaturam colamus, sed 
ad Christum Deum & hominem, qui in ilZa actione 
vere praeserg8 suum corpus & sanguinem nobis 
distribuit. 
He also defended external acts of reverence, such as kneeling, as 
directed toward Christ, present in the eucharistic action feeding His 
people: Qui vere et ex animo credit, Christum ipsum in actione 
Eucharistiae vere praesentem suo corpore et sanguine nos pascere, is 
genuflexione et reverentia externa interiorem fidem ac devotionem suam 
testabitur. 61 The fundamental position and rationale for eucharistic 
adoration which Gerhard developed was essentially the same as that put 
forward by Forbes less than twenty years later. 
When we turn to Archbishop Laud, we find some difficulty in 
deciphering exactly what he meant by his various statements concerning 
adoration. As we have seen, Laud said in his "Starr-Chamber Speech" 
that the altar is the "greatest place of God's residence on earth" 
since Christ's body is there, and that "a greater reverence, no doubt, 
is due to the body than to the word of the Lord". 
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Here he taught 
that the body, present on the altar, is to be reverenced. At the 
same time, this did not imply the adoration of the elements: "For 
where Harding names divers ceremonies, and particularly bowing 
themselves and adoring at the Sacrament, - and I say, 'adoring at the 
Sacrament', not 'adoring the Sacrament'... ". 
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This seems to imPlY 
that Laud only intended to distinguish the outward signs from the body 
and blood, which are the proper object of adoration, much as a sixteenth- 
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century Gnesio-lutheran divine might have done, and as Andrewes did in 
his 1610 Responsio. 
It must be remembered that Laud accepted and signed the 1640 Canons 
of the Church of England, which stated that idolatry had been committed 
in the Roman mass, a reference, it would seem, at least in part, to the 
adoration of the host: 
And albeit at the time of the reforming of this 
church from that gross superstition of popery, 
it was carefully provided that all means should 
be used to root out of the minds of the people 
both the inclinations thereunto, and memory 
thereof; especially of the idolatry committed 
in the mass, for wg4ch cause all popish altars 
were demolished... 
Moreover, canon seven directed that acts of reverence were not to be 
made upon any presupposition of a corporeal presence of Christ either 
in the elements or on the table, but only in order to advance the 
majesty of God and to give Him honour and glory: 
The reviving therefore of this ancient and 
laudable custom of bowing on entering and 
going out of the chancels and churches ... 
not with any intention to exhibit any 
religious worship to the communion table, the 
east, or church, or any thing therein contained 
in so doing, or to perform the said gesture in 
the celebration of the holy eucharist, upon any 
opinion of a corporal presence of the body of 
Jesus Christ on the holy table, or in mystical 
elements, but only for the advancement of God's 
majesty, and to give Him alone the honour and 
glory that is due unto Him, and no otherwise... 
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How Laud was able both to say what he did in his 1636 "Starr-Chamber 
Speech" and to accept the 1640 Canons is a question. The Canons 
0 
reduced the entire issue of kneeling and other acts of adoration to the 
level of an appropriate and reverential attitude toward God. Not 
unlike the Black Rubric of 1552,66 they implied that Christ is not 
present on the altar. It may be, as we have previously suggested 
(supra, p. 210), that the use of the specific term "corporal presence" 
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enabled Laud both to accept the Canons and to retain his belief in a 
presence of some kind on the table which is worthy of more reverence 
than the "word of the Lord". 
During his trial and time in prison toward the end of his life, he 
found himself being attacked for his supposed support of the adoration 
of the sacrament. Against the accusation of the Scottish commissioners 
that he and the Scottish Liturgy of 1637 supported the re-introduction 
of the "priest's elevation, so magnified in the Mass, and the people's 
adoration", 
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Laud emphatically rejected this charge. The Scottish 
Liturgy demanded neither elevation nor adoration, and "as there is 
nothing in the book, so nothing hath ever been said or done by me, that 
tends this way". 
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The Church of England, he argued, receives the 
sacrament kneeling, yet without any adoration of the bread and wine, 
"... for the priest with us makes no elevation, nor therefore the people 
any adoration, of these elements". 
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The Scottish Canons of 1636 also 
condemned the adoration of bread in the eucharist, 
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and Laud claimed 
to hold with this: "For most manifest it is that these words, 'As 
therefore the adoration of the bread is condemned', &c., stand still in 
the copy revised by me, as is to be seen in the printed copy of those 
Canons; ... ". 
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Significantly, in these statements, Laud only denied 
that he taught the adoration of bread and wine. This was no different 
from his assertion in the "Starr-Chamber Speech" that the sacrament is 
not to be adored. Whereas in 1636, he also made the positive 
statement that Christ's body on the altar is the object of reverence, 
during his last few years, he had abandoned the belief of a presence in 
the elements (supra, p. 211 ) and, consequently, refrained from defending 
any adoration of Christ on the table - an opinion which would have 
condemned him in the eyes of. the Puritans, no less than his supposed 
i 
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defence of bread-worship. 
For Cosin, in his early years at least, the question of eucharistic 
adoration was not a major one. In the first series of notes on the 
Prayer Book, he insisted on kneeling by both priest and people at the 
reception of holy communion, 
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and he stated that "veneration of the 
holy sacrament" pertains both to the preparation before one comes to the 
eucharist and reverence during the celebration, without attempting a 
precise exposition of the relationship between such veneration and the 
presence of Christ's body and blood. 
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He did, however, comment on 
certain Roman Catholic practices, as recorded by Maldonatus, but without 
any condemnation other than suggesting that the Church of Rome would be 
wiser to give holy communion to the people more frequently: 
... therefore Maldonat confesses, that in divers 
places among the very papists, where they have 
not the Sacrament delivered them, but are there 
present only to see the priests take it, the 
people use to lift up their hands (when the 
Sacrament is lift up by the priest) as earnestly 
desiring to have it given into their hands, and 
then they put their hands to their mouth and to 
their eyes, as applying the virtue of it unto 
them; which very one thing might admonish the 
priests and governors of that Church, what an 
injury they do to the people in keeping that 
blessed food from them, for which7 ýheir very 
bowels do so yearn with devotion. 
That Cosin did not take the opportunity to attack these Roman 
customs, including the elevation, as superstitious and idolatrous) is 
quite remarkable for a sixteenth-century Anglican, and suggests that he 
was not particularly antagonistic toward adoration as practised in the 
Roman mass. In his own 1627 archdiaconal Articles (unabridged version), 
however, he only associated kneeling at the reception of holy coninunion 
with "due and humble reverence", without making any further connection 
between the external action and the sacramental presence. 
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It is in his second. series of notes on the Prayer Book (1640s-50s) 
that Cosin positively worked out the relationship between Christ's 
presence in the eucharist and the appropriate adoration. He did so in 
terms of worshipping Christ in the sacramental action. Christ is to 
be adored, Cosin commented, as He is present, exhibiting his body and 
blood to those who eat and drink worthily. only Christ Himself, not 
the sanctified elements, is to be adored: 
Ipsi autem interea dum accipiunt in genua 
procumbentes Christum Dominum, qui praesens eis 
digne edentibus et bibentibus adest, suumque 
Corpus manducandum, et Sanguinem bibendum 
exhibet, venerantur et adorant; non quidem 
elementa in Sacramentum sanctificata, quae 
adoranda non cunt, sed igsum Dominum et Deum 
nostrum Jesum Christum. 
Significantly, this text was taken by Cosin nearly verbatim from 
Calixtus' De Sacrificio Christi. 77 Calixtus had held Philip 
Melancthon in high regard and in terms of the adoration question, he 
perpetuated Melancthon's distinction between Christ present in the 
eucharistic action and Christ present in the bread. 
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In this 
indirect and filtered manner, Melancthonian ideas surfaced in Cosin's 
teaching. 
Cosin expressed the same idea as found in the passage from Calixtus 
when he wrote: 
Yet because that Body and Blood is neither 
sensibly present (nor otherwise at all present 
but only to them that are duly prepared to 
receive them, and in the very act of receiving 
them and the consecrated elements together, to 
which they are sacramentally in that act united) 
the adoration is then and there given to Christ 
Himself, neither is nor ought to be directed to 
any external sens% le object, such as are the 
blessed elements. 
Kneeling, Cosin argued, is intended only "to testify and express the 
inward reverence and devotion of our souls towards our blessed Saviour", 
who sacrificed Himself, and who now in the sacrament gives Himself, all 
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the benefits of his passion and the spiritual food of His body and 
blood to the communicant. 
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In these notes, Cosin also explicitly rejected the elevation and 
adoration of the host. The rite in which the priest "suddenly lifts 
up the wafer over his head", after saying Hoc est corpus Meum, and 
afterwards the chalice, so that the "people may all fall down upon their 
knees and worship them", was a practice which "neither we, nor any of 
the reformed or Protestant Churches observe, but (in regard to the peril 
of idolatry) have wholly omitted". 
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The patristic rite of elevation, 
he claimed, did not include any adoration or worship of the elements "as 
the very Body and Blood of Christ held up between the priest's. fingers, 
and set down again upon the table, which is more than any priest of them 
all can do". 
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The ancient custom was to show the consecrated 
sacrament to the people as an admonition and invitation to communion, 
saying, IIpoaýXSeze . There was no elevation and ostentation for the 
purpose of adoration, Cosin argued, appealing to the Orthodox Byzantine 
theologian, Nicholas Cabasilas, as one proof of. this. 
83 (The 
immediate source of Cosin's argument was again Calixtus' De Sacrificio 
Christi. 84) This patristic order and custom, Cosin claimed, was "in 
effect" still observed in the Church of England, 
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a reference, it 
would seem, either to the exhortation or to the sursum corda of the 
English eucharistic rite. 
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The adoration of the bread and cup, 
however, was a "late device of the Roman Catholics, after they had 
brought in the novelty of transubstantiation". 
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The adoration of Christ in the sacrament was in Cosin's thinking, 
as expressed in these notes, distinct from the adoration of Christ in 
the elements, a differentiation consistent with his emphasis at this 
time on a presence of Christ in the action. or usus of the eucharist, 
giving His body and blood quando et cum the distribution of the 
443 
consecrated elements. 
In his On the Reverence Due to the Altar, written during a period 
(some time between 1637 and 1640) of close association with Laud, 
Taylor, like his patron, was willing to affirm an adoration of Christ 
present on the altar. (adorato Christo praesente in altaribus). He 
claimed that to incline one's head toward the altar is to incline one's 
head toward God who is present in the sacred things (incZinato capite 
ad altare, 'that is, inclinato capite ad Deum ibidem, atque in sacris 
residentem). 
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A few years later, in his 1647 treatise, eeoxoyis 
aExXEx-rL3i 
, he expressed a critical, yet rather tolerant attitude 
toward adoration in the Roman Church, stating that "we all say that 
Christ is there present some way or other extraordinary", and that it is 
not inappropriate to worship Him when He gives Himself in such a 
"mysterious manner". "Divine worship" is given to Christ through the 
sacramental action; the difference between Protestants and Romans is 
that the Romans "differ and mistake infinitely in the manner of his 
presence", an error which is a matter of understanding but which'does 
not "communicate with the will". Everyone grants that Christ in His 
divinity and humanity is the object of divine worship, and before the 
Romans permit an act of adoration, they believe the bread to be 
annihilated or turned into Christ's substance. They are, therefore, 
as much enemies of idolatry as are Protestants, who, however, understand 
"better how to avoid that inconvenience which is supposed to be the 
crime which they the Romans] formally hate, and we materially avoid". 
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Taylor's tolerance-of the Roman cultus and his acceptance of an 
adoration directed towards Christ present on the altar changed quite 
dramatically. In his 1654 The Real Presence, he claimed that the 
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decree of the Council of. Trent blinded people so that they gave to the 
sacrament the same worship which they gave to God.. Either the 
sacrament is Jesus Christ, or those who worship it are idolaters, Taylor 
argued. 
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The "distance between God and bread" is so great, and the 
"danger of worshipping that which is not God" is so formidable, that if 
God had intended the sacrament to be worshipped, it would have been 
called "God" or "Jesus Christ". 
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Roman writers, however, have claimed 
either that divine worship belongs to the symbols of bread and wine as 
being "one with Christ" (Bellarmine), 
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or that the species with Christ 
are to be adored, (Suarez). 
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Since Roman theology teaches that the 
species or accidents are not inherent in the eucharistic body and do not 
have their existence from it, but subsist by themselves with no 
substantial or personal union with the flesh of Christ, it is not proper, 
Taylor claimed, that divine worship should be given to these accidents 
or species. 
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Like Andrewes before him, Taylor appealed to the ambiguity and 
uncertainty implicit in the theory of transubstantiation. There can be 
defects "secret and insensible" which can hinder the change, with the 
consequence that bread and wine are adored as God. The priest, for 
example, might err in the recitation of the words of consecration "by 
addition, or diminution, or alteration, or longer interruption", such as 
saying, Hoc est corpus meum instead of corpus mum, or he might speak 
false Latin; defects in pronunciation cannot be heard by the 
congregation because the priest recites the consecration in a secret 
voice. The celebrant might also intend to consecrate only some of the 
hosts and not know which ones, or he might intend to mock the 
sacrament if he is a "secret atheist, a Moor, or a Jew", not intending 
to do as the Church does, or he might not be a canonically ordained 
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priest. The bread and wine might be corrupted or might be made of 
inappropriate ingredients. If any of these defects occur, "Divine 
adoration" is then given to mere bread and wine. 
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Garnettus' 
statement (here Taylor was using Andrewes as his source) that no man is 
bound to believe that any priest in particular has at any certain time 
consecrated, but only that bread is transubstantiated somewhere or 
other at some time or other by some priest or other, shows that giving 
the sacrament "Divine worship" is very uncertain. 
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Taylor did not determine whether one who performs this Roman 
adoration commits "formal idolatry" or not, but he asserted that the 
distinction between formal idolatry (the intention to worship something 
less than God) and material idolatry (the act of worshipping something 
less than God), which might have a place in philosophy, does not have a 
place in divinity. Ignorance and good intentions are not excuses for 
committing idolatry. 
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Likewise, a tentative worship expressed by 
those who say, "I worship thee if thou be the son of God, but I do not 
worship thee if thou beest not consecrated", is not acceptable, since: 
... if Penelope, who had not seen Ulysses in twenty 
years, should see one come to her, nothing like 
Ulysses, but saying he were her husband, she should 
give but an ill account of her chastity, if she 
should actually admit her to her bed, only saying, 
'if you be Ulysses, I admit you'. For, if she 
certainly admits him of whom she is uncertain if he 
be her husband, she certainly is an adultress: 
because she, having reason toggoubt, ought first to 
be satisfied of her question. 
On the positive side, Taylor claimed that had not an inappropriate 
investigation into the nature of the eucharistic presence occurred, "we 
Romans and Protestants] had kneeled before the same altars, and adored 
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the same mystery, and communicated in the same rites, to this day". 
Adoration, he acknowledged, may rightly take place during the eucharist, 
but-it is not directed to Christ in the elements, but to Christ in 
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heaven, who is adored appropriately when hearts are lifted up to where 
He sits at the Father's right hand. As St. Augustine taught, nemo 
digne manducat, nisi Arius adoraverit, but to "terminate Divine worship 
to the sacrament" would be "unreasonable", "unnatural" and "scandalous". 
The mysteries are received as "representing" and "exhibiting" the body 
and blood of Christ to the soul, and these are worshipped "in the 
sumption", but no "Divine honour" is given to the signs: "We do not 
call the sacrament our God". 
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In a letter to "A Gentleman that Was Tempted to the Communion of 
the Romish church", dated 13 March, 1657-58, Taylor answered the 
question of whether divine worship can rightly be given to Christ as 
present in the sacrament according to his human nature: 
We may not render divine worship to him (as present 
in the blessed sacrament according to his human 
nature) without danger of idolatry: because he is 
not there according to his human nature, and there- 
fore you give divine worship to a 'non ens', which 
must needs be idolatry. For 'IdoZum nihiZ est in 
mundo', saith St. Paul; and Christ as present by 
his human nature in the sacrament, is a 'non ens'; 
for it is not true, there is no such thing. He is 
present there by his Divine power, and his Divine 
blessing, and the fruits of his body, the real 
effective consequents of his passion: but for any 
other presence, it is 'idolum', it is nothing in 
the world. Adore Christ in heaven; for the 
heavens must contain him till the time of 
restitution of all things. And if you in the 
reception of the holy sacrament worship him whom 
you know to be in heaven; you cannotlý? concerned 
in duty to worship him in the host... 
In directing worship toward the heavenly Christ, Taylor re-echoed 
an idea found in the sixteenth-century English tradition, 
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as well as 
the continental Reformed heritage. Calvin, for example, rejected 
adoration of Christ under the elements and directed that worship should 
be given to Christ in heaven, the communicants' hearts having been 
lifted up: Et n'y a point eu raison pourquoy on ait institue en 
Z'EgZise ancienne que Ze Diacre criast a haute voix et cZaire au peuple, 
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devant la consecration, que chacun eust le coeur en haut. 
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And, 
Prerrriýrement si ceZa se faisoit en Za Cane, encore diroyeie que Za 
vraye adoration ne se doit point adresser au eigne, mais ä Iesus Christ 
estant au ciel. 
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Pierre du Moulin, similarly, taught an adoration 
of Christ in heaven within the eucharistic celebration, but not of 
Christ in the sacramental elements: 
Is there any amongst us who hatte ever denied, that 
wee ought not to adore the flesh of Jesus Christ? 
Yea who hath ever doubted that we ought not to 
adore him in the Eucharist? Ought not God the 
Father also to be adored? And what is this to 
the purpose to inclose Jesus Christ under formes? 
He that doth Jesus Christ in the Eucharist, doth 
not foral that adore that which the Priest holdeth 
in his haný6, but he adoreth Jesus Christ which is 
in heaven. 
Zacharius Ursinus argued that since Christ is not corporeally present 
either in the bread or in the place of bread, He is "not to be adored 
in the Supper". The ascension of Christ means, he claimed, that it is 
not "lawfull to tie and binde invocation to any certain place or thing, 
without the expresse command and permission of God, except we will 
committ open idolatry. For all adoration, bound and restrained to any 
certain place of thing on earth, is abrogated and cancelled by 
Christ". 
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Despite this similarity with the Reformed, Taylor still defended 
the correctness of kneeling to receive holy communion. In Ductor 
Dubitantzum(1660), for example, he argued for kneeling on the basis of 
implication, i. e., since a law had been made that communicants should 
kneel, it would be thought by an observer that he who would not kneel 
did "no reverence to Christ's body and blood". 
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In The Worthy 
Communicant of the same year, he again defended a certain adoration of 
Christ, present in the sacrament "after a peculiar manner". If Christ 
is present "not in mystery only, but in blessing also, why do we not 
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worship? ", Taylor rhetorically asked. All Christians "from time 
immemorial" have done so, he claimed. Reverence has been practised by 
all churches, the Christians of India,. the Orthodox, the Lutherans, and 
"only now of late, some have excepted themselves", a reference 
undoubtedly to the Puritans, or perhaps all the Reformed who sat to 
receive holy communion. The Church of England, however, follows the 
"reason and piety of the thing itself, the example of the Primitive 
Church, and the consenting voice of Christendom". 
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A defence of 
kneeling on these grounds, particularly given the rest of Taylor's 
teaching on adoration, certainly skirted the main objection to the 
practice as put forward by some of its more articulate opponents. 
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In A Dissuasive from Popery, Part 1 (1664), he included the 
"circumgestation of the eucharist to be adored" as an example of how 
Rome had turned away from scriptural doctrine and the practice of the 
"catholic, apostolic, and primitive Church". 
110 
Condemning the Roman 
practice of veneration of images as idolatrous, in which Aaz pcCa or 
divine worship is given to the image as well as to its prototype, 
111 
Taylor took a similar position toward-"their worshipping the consecrated 
bread and wine". The argument that they believe "the bread to be their 
Saviour" can no more excuse them than it can "excuse those who worship 
the sun and moon and the queen of heaven", which are not worshipped 
unless men believe some divinity to be present in them. The error of 
transubstantiation, a theory which defies reason, sight, smell, taste 
and feeling, which contradicts the plain doctrine of the early Church, 
and which teaches that the priest changes bread into God, is "too gross 
to admit an excuse". Moreover, Taylor argued, as he had in The Real 
Presence, there are just causes for not giving divine honour to the 
consecrated elements, since even according to Roman theology there are 
so many contingencies in the sacrament, such as the priest's intention 
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and other factors which might cause invalidity. Because of 
uncertainty, it is impossible that anyone "should be sure that 'here' 
and 'now', and 'this' bread is transubstantiated, and is really the 
natural body of Christ". 
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In A Dissuasive from Popery, Part II, published three years later, 
Taylor labelled the practice of the Roman Church as cptOXcttpEia, 
"worshipping of consecrated bread". Apart from the possibility of an 
error by which divine worship might be given to bread and wine, he 
argued against the Roman adoration on the basis of the ascension. If 
one were to worship Christ "sitting in heaven" directly, and "not 
through that blessed thing upon the altar", there would be no disagree- 
ment. The apostles at the Last Supper saw Christ's body separate from 
the bread, and they worshipped only the Father in heaven at that time. 
Since the ascension, Christ's body is only in heaven, "which must 
contain it until his coming to judgment", and is so changed and is so 
immaterial or spiritual that it cannot be broken by hands or teeth. 
Therefore, Taylor argued, one is as safe in not adoring the elements as 
were the apostles who refrained from worshipping the bread. If 
transubstantiation is false, the worshipper who offers divine honour to 
the host is in the same position as the one who worships the sun 
because he believes it is God. Taylor concluded, "He that certainly 
gives Divine honour to that which is not certain to be the body of 
Christ, runs into a danger too great, to promise to himself he shall be 
safe". 
113 
If Taylor's mature understanding of eucharistic adoration was 
within the Reformed 'true' presence stream of thinking, that of 
Thorndike developed in a very different way-. In his Epilogue (1659), 
published four years* after Taylor's The Real Presence, ' he stated that 
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the flesh and blood of Christ "may be adored, wheresoever they are; 
and must be adored by a good Christian, where the custom of the Church, 
which a Christian is obliged to communicate with, requires it". 
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It is "the duty of every Christian to honour our Lord Christ, as God 
subsisting in human flesh", and His eucharistic presence is a "just 
occasion" to express with bodily adoration the inward honour which the 
Christian always has toward Christ. 
115 
The early Church worshipped 
Christ "in the sacrament of the eucharist", Thorndike claimed. 
116 
Acknowledging that it is not "necessarily" the same thing to worship 
Christ in the sacrament as to worship the sacrament, Thorndike argued 
that there is one sense in which the two are the same: since the 
sacrament by its very nature consists of both visible elements and the 
"invisible grace of Christ's body and blood", through the union of the 
two, and since the one accompanies the other, "whatever be the distance 
of their nature", it is possible to say that worshipping the sacrament 
means worshipping Christ in the sacrament. 
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The insistence of 
certain Romans, however, that the symbols of bread and wine should be 
adored, was unacceptable to Thorndike. The distinction between 
"material" worship and "formal" worship depends on terms which, 
according to Thorndike, signify nothing. The sign in the sacrament 
"seems only to determine, why that worship which is always everywhere 
due, is here now tendered". 
118 
Those who refused to kneel for holy 
communion, the only act of bodily reverence required by the Church of 
England, did not seem, according to Thorndike, to acknowledge "the, 
being of a sacrament, requiring the tender of the thing signified by it 
and with it". 
119 
Like some of the earlier Caroline divines, Thorndike showed a 
leniency toward the Roman cuZtus. In the Epilogue, he argued that, 
while Roman Catholics might be wrong in their insistence that the 
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bread's substance does not remain, this does not make them idolaters. 
The Romans, as well as those who believe the body and blood are present 
along with the elements, worship the incarnate Christ. 
120 
This 
tolerant attitude may have been influenced, in part, by Forbes' 
Considerationes Modestae which was published the year before the 
Epilogue. In Just Weights and Measures (1662), Thorndike rejected the 
argument that since the host, which is a creature, is worshipped in the 
Roman Church, idolatry is committed. The Romans, he argued, when 
worshipping the host, intend to worship the "Godhead in our manhood" 
whose body and blood are present in the eucharist in such a manner as 
they are not present everywhere. Similarly, Christ was worshipped in 
the early Church which, however, "believed the elements to be present". 
"Zeal to their opinions", made the Romans "say more than they should 
say", Thorndike maintained, but they were not idolaters since they did 
not intend to worship bread. 
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A decade later, in The Reformation of the Church of England (1670- 
72), he argued that worshipping the elements in the eucharist, like 
worshipping the cross and images of Christ, is not idolatrous because 
this worship is actually given to Christ. The "intention of the mind" 
looks to Christ, who is the object of that worship. The elements, like 
the cross and image, only determine the "circumstances of time, place 
and manner, in which the mind is stirred to perform it". 
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In one 
passage, however, he claimed that this adoration of the consecrated 
elements, as well as that of the cross and image, while not idolatry, 
had caused superstition to increase "without bounds and measure . 
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Inasmuch as Rome linked adoration at the consecration with transubstan- 
tiation and commanded this worship to be performed, they committed 
"spiritual idolatry" in setting up a schism by insisting upon something 
which was not delivered'from the beginning. 
124 
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While Thorndike was not interested in justifying the worship of 
the eucharistic elements, he was concerned to vindicate those who took 
the elements as a circumstance for worshipping Christ: 
I do not now justify the worship tendered to the 
elements of the eucharist; no more than I justify 
transubstantiation, which it is tendered to 
signify. Only I say, that they, who believe not 
transubstantiation, taking the presence of the 
elements for a circumstance occasioning the 
worship of our Lord Christ thg2true God, shall not 
be idolaters in tendering it. 
The eucharist, consecrated for communion, "hath as much relation to God, 
as any ark of the covenant could have", he argued. 
126 
The teaching of 
St. Cyril that reverence is to be done at the receiving and 
St. Augustine's dictum, Nemo manducat nisi prius adoraverit, are to be 
understood as indicating the reverence "tendered to our Lord Christ, as 
present in the sacrament; and that presence a just occasion of 
tendering the reverence". 
127 
Even though he rejected processions with 
the sacrament in which the elements are not intended for reception, 
Thorndike went so far as to maintain that should the sacrament pass the 
streets "in order to communion, it may be then so well understood, that 
it may be than but due reverence to that great office". 
128 
Thorndike's position regarding eucharistic worship is similar to 
ideas which already had been publicly expressed by earlier Caroline 
divines, such as Andrewes and Laud. (Saravia's and Taylor's treatises 
containing similar ideas had not been published in the seventeenth 
century. ) Undoubtedly, he was familiar with this strand of Anglican 
thinking and quite likely influenced by it. His understanding also 
had much in common with that of those sixteenth-century Lutherans who 
had followed Luther's lead. Here we must remind ourselves once again 
that Thorndike was familiar with the Lutheran eucharistic tradition, 
utilizing the Liber Coneordiae and most probably Chemnitz' Fundconenta 
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Sanae Doctrinae in his E i' lp ogue, and showing evidence of knowing other 
Lutheran writers (supra, p.. 217). Like Thorndike's comparison of 
the eucharist to the ark of the covenant, Chemnitz, in the previous 
century, had likened the adoration of Christ in the eucharist to the 
Old Testament worship given to God in those places where He was present 
under external and visible signs: 
. 
Ita Iacob Genesis 28. Moses Exod. 34. Elias 3. 
Reg. 19. non habebant sane peculiare mandatum, 
ut in iZZis Zocis Deum adorarent: sed quia 
habebant generate mandatum, ut Deum ubique 
adorarent: & certi erant Deurn sub externis & 
visibiZibus iZZis symbolis, vere adesse, & 
peculiari modo gratiae se ibi patefacere: 
certe Deum ipsum, quem ibi praesentem esse 
credabant, adorabant: nec vera fuisset fides, 
si non secuta fuisset invocio seu adoratio, 
hoc est, honor Deo debitur. 
Joachim Westphal of Hamburg (1510-1574) had been willing (as Thorndike 
later was) to tolerate the phrase, adorationem Sacramenti vel 
Euchar'istiae, so long as this was understood as referring to the 
adoration of Christ present in the sacrament: 
Cum Christus verus Deus et homo, tempore 
dispensationis suae adoratus sit, & ipse non 
prohibuerit se adorari, cur superstitione 
iudicatur adorare postquam exaltatus est ad 
dexteram, in medio populi sui secundum verbuni 
suurn praesentem? Quando Sacramentum seu 
Eucharistia, denominatur a praestantiore parte, 
nempe a re coelesti, sentio pie dici adorationem 
Sacramenti vel Eucharistiae, pro ah6ationem 
Christi praesentis in Eucharistia. 
Certainly, Thorndike's statement that if the sacrament should pass by 
on its way "in order to communion", "due reverence" would be in order, 
suggests an adoration of Christ, neither in heaven only nor in the 
eucharistic action only, but in, with and under (to use language 
employed by Thorndike) the sacramental bread and wine, a position not 
far from that of the Gnesio-lutherans. 
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The question of eucharistic adoration is, of course, intimately 
connected with other aspects of eucharistic doctrine. Within the 
English context, Puritans were concerned that the custom of kneeling to 
receive holy communion was derived from and reflected a sacramental 
doctrine at odds with that of the Reformed Churches. The Caroline 
divines were just as concerned to defend kneeling and a legitimate 
adoration of Christ in the eucharist. It was only Taylor, however, 
who did so in the typically Reformed manner of directing the 
communicant's worship toward the heavenly Christ, an idea also found 
within sixteenth-century Anglicanism (supra, pp. 33,41 ). Forbes 
and the later Cosin, like the theological descendants of Melancthon, 
taught that one can legitimately offer adoration to Christ as present 
in the eucharistic action distributing His body and blood. Saravia, 
Andrewes, Laud, Thorndike and, at one stage, Taylor, used language 
suggesting the worship of Christ present on the altar. - It seems quite 
likely that Saravia and Thorndike were to a certain extent directly 
influenced by Lutheran theology in this regard. In contrast to the 
frequently harsh denunciations of the Roman adoration of the sacrament 
by Reformed and sixteenth-century English divines, 
131 
several of the 
Caroline theologians - Saravia, Forbes, Thorndike, and Taylor in one 
treatise - went so far as to defend the Roman Catholics (and/or 
Lutherans) against the charge of artolatria. The early Cosin was 
tolerantly indifferent to the Roman practice. Andrewes, Laud, the 
later Cosin, and Taylor, in continuity with the earlier Anglican 
tradition, opposed the elevation and adoration of the host, however. 
While connections with Reformed ideas inherited from sixteenth- 
century Anglicanism were by no means dead, the Caroline theologians as 
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a group tended to deal with the adoration question in a way more akin 
to that of the Lutherans, either.. Gnesio-. or Melancthonian, than that of 
the Calvinists. While it is very difficult to determine motivation or 
cause and effect, it may be that the custom of kneeling to receive holy 
communion, particularly as it came under increasing and sophisticated 
attacks, became the stimulus for the development of new defences for 
the practice and, consequently, for the understanding of eucharistic 
presence. When it was perceived that the old arguments for kneeling 
on the basis of decency, order and a reverential attitude toward God 
for what He has done in Christ, simply were not sufficient, seventeenth- 
century Anglicans developed new understandings of eucharistic adoration 
similar to, and in a few cases dependent upon, the teaching of 
Lutheranism. (The Lutheran Church, after all, had also retained 
kneeling at the reception of holy communion. ) This would suggest, then, 
that Caroline thinking on the adoration issue was a further development 
in the history of Anglican theology, having come about, at least in 
part, in order to defend inherited Anglican practice. 
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CONCLUSION 
It has been claimed that the sacramental teaching of seventeenth- 
century Anglicanism was the "Chalcedon of eucharistic theology", 
avoiding the perils of both transubstantiation (or sacramental 
docetism) and receptionism (or sacramental epiphenomenalism). A 
statement such as this is true inasmuch as it points to the Caroline 
insistence 1) that there is an incomprehensible and unutterable depth 
to the presence of Christ in the eucharist, 2) that it is not necessary 
for God to destroy or eliminate the earthly nature of bread and wine to 
enable the heavenly gifts to be communicated, 3) that the sacrament 
consists of more than the external signs or symbols subject to the 
senses. This is another way of saying that these divines believed 
that in some sense there is a reception of Christ's body which is the 
direct result of the eucharistic celebration and communion. What they 
struggled to express was what this meant and what the implications of 
such a belief were. The issue of whether or not Christ is present and 
communicated in the sacrament was long dead. Consequently, it , 
attracted their attention only in passing and as one of the foils over 
against which they developed their teaching. Their appeal to the 
mysterious character of the eucharist should blind one neither to the 
fact that such an appeal had been made by theologians of nearly all 
stripes, nor to their own, often prolific, attempts to explicate the 
eucharistic mystery. One can even say that the "cataphatic" character 
of their writings far outweighs their occasional "apophatic" 
statements. 
2 
The Caroline churchmen expressed their understanding of Christ's 
presence in the sacrament with categories and concepts common in the 
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larger European theological setting, and they treated, in their own 
expositions, points of conflict and disagreement which had divided 
Reformed, Lutherans, Romans and Orthodox in the sixteenth century, and 
which continued to divide them in the seventeenth century. While 
individual divines did not always discuss every sacramental issue 
involved in the various disputes, each developed his thinking in other 
areas so as to indicate the general direction of his eucharistic 
doctrine (although this did not always remain constant). The very 
fact that these men dealt with the relationship between the elements 
and Christ's flesh and blood, with sacramental change, eucharistic 
communion, the nature of Christ's sacramental body, consecration and 
adoration, indicates that they were willing not only to affirm the res 
of eucharistic presence, but that they were also prepared to discuss 
issues which dealt with the how of that presence. Certainly, this is 
not to suggest that they were all equally successful, articulate or 
consistent in their attempts. It is to suggest, however, that they 
were not content simply to say Hoc est corpus meum; they also 
attempted to exposit the meaning of these words. 
Having examined throughout this thesis the various aspects of the 
theology of eucharistic presence, we are now in a position to answer 
the question of whether the Caroline divines perpetuated the teaching 
of sixteenth-century Anglicanism, or whether their thinking represents 
a significant development within the tradition. First of all, let us 
be clear about the doctrine which the Caroline theologians inherited. 
After flirting with both "Zwinglian" and Lutheran ideas, as well as a 
relapse into the Roman faith, the English Church settled its 
eucharistic teaching within the boundaries of the Reformed 'true' 
466 
presence doctrine. By 1604, just before the writing of the first 
major treatise dealt with in this. study, the Church of England was, 
both officially and in the writings of her major theologians, 
committed to this Reformed understanding of the sacrament. In two 
ways, however, she diverged from the thinking and practice of other 
Reformed churches: she required kneeling at the reception of holy 
communion and she treated the recitation of the words of institution as 
the necessary form for the consecration of bread and wine and as 
something more than words spoken to communicants. In these two ways, 
she resembled her Roman Catholic and Lutheran neighbours more than 
other Reformed churches. There were in this situation factors which 
could allow Anglican thinking, like a double-swinging hinge, to move in 
different directions. While some theologians of the seventeenth century 
(i. e., the Puritans) wanted to resolve this tension in favour of a more 
thoroughgoing Reformed position, the Caroline divines tended 
to move in 
other directions. 
This is not to imply that they completely abandoned the sixteenth- 
century Reformed tradition which they inherited. To suggest this 
would be to ignore what was still a very powerful influence in their 
eucharistic theology. The Reformed teaching on the reception of 
Christ's body by faith into the communicant's soul was upheld in 
various ways by Andrewes, Montague, Laud, Cosin and Taylor. Closely 
linked with this was the explicit or implicit denial of manducatio 
indignorum and manducatio oxalis, found at times in the writings of 
all the Caroline divines except Saravia. Although they frequently 
used adjectives such as "true", "real" and "substantial", all of these 
seventeenth-century theologians distinguished, in one way or another, 
that which is given in the eucharist from the literal, physical flesh 
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of the glorified Christ. This re-echoed an Anglican emphasis from the 
previous century. At times, Laud, Cosin, Taylor and Thorndike related 
the eucharistic presence to the doctrines of Christology, ascension and 
session at the Father's right hand in order to demonstrate either that 
Christ's literal, natural body has departed from the earth or to argue 
against a simultaneous presence of that physical body in two places at 
the same time. With regard to the relationship between the earthly 
signs and the sacramental presence of Christ, the teaching of a change 
of the elements in terms of use is found in the theology of Montague, 
Cosin, Laud and Taylor, while an explicit denial of a presence in the 
elements was made at times by Forbes, Cosin and Taylor; 
Moreover, the teaching of both sixteenth- and seventeenth-century 
continental Reformed theologians was utilized by the Caroline divines. 
Saravia appealed to Calvin and Musculus in his argument that the 
eucharistic body is the crucified, rather than the glorified, body of 
Christ. Montague cited Calvin, Beza and others in the defence of his 
own doctrine against Puritan attacks. Laud employed, defended, and, 
one might say, re-worked Calvin's theology as part of his polemic 
against Roman Catholic opponents. Forbes cited Bucer, Calvin, and 
Beza as having taught the mysterious character of the eucharist. 
Cosin, later in life, expressed his approval in glowing terms of 
Calvin's eucharistic doctrine. Taylor recommended writings of du 
Moulin, Episcopius and Vossius for a library being started by ,a friend. 
To suggest, therefore, either that Reformed eucharistic ideas were 
dead in seventeenth-century Anglicanism or that continental Reformed 
theologians were simply dismissed, would plainly be to ignore the facts. 
This is not to claim, however, that the Caroline divines merely 
repristinated sixteenth-century Reformed eucharistic doctrine. To 
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hold such a position would be the result either of ignoring ideas in 
their teaching which do not accord with Reformed material, or of 
attempting to force their theology into a preconceived mould. 
Abundant evidence exists to suggest that there were tendencies toward 
other sacramental traditions, one of which was Lutheranism. Despite 
the predictable rejection of "consubstantiation" along with transubstan- 
tiation, various Lutheran eucharistic ideas surfaced in the writings of 
the Caroline theologians. Saravia developed his teaching of Christ's 
presence in the sacrament quite consistently in a Lutheranizing 
direction, with only occasional ideas derived from Reformed theology. 
A presence in the elements, prior to reception, received orally and 
even by the indigni, and rightly to be adored with both body and soul, 
are features of his doctrine. He was familiar with the Lutheran 
eucharistic tradition, and even made explicit appeals to Luther, the 
Augustana and the Wittenberg Concord. Given the explicitly Lutheran 
character of De Sacra Eucharistia, it is not surprising that the 
treatise was not published during Saravia's lifetime. It far exceeded 
the boundaries of both popular and official Anglican eucharistic 
theology at the beginning of the seventeenth century. Forbes appealed 
to both Luther and Chemnitz in his argument for a tolerant attitude 
toward the theory of transubstantiation. Cosin, early in his career, 
registered his agreement with those Lutherans in the sixteenth century 
who had taught a consecration effecting a presence of Christ's body and 
blood in the sacrament and enduring in time. Later in life, his 
understanding changed, and he inclined toward the other strand of 
Lutheran teaching, which emphasized a presence and adoration of Christ 
in the use of the sacrament; his source in this regard was Calixtus, 
the ecumenical Lutheran theologian of Helmstadt. Thorndike was 
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another divine whose thinking was influenced by Lutheran ideas. He 
was acquainted with the Liber Coriddrdiae, Chemnitz' Fundamenta Sanae 
Doctrinae, and he possibly knew other Lutheran writings. This is 
reflected in his use of "in, with, and under" language to describe the 
sacramental presence, his affirmation of a presence which endures in 
time, his acceptance, after earlier doubts, of manducatio corporaZis 
and manducatio indignorum, and his defence of adoring Christ present in 
the sacrament. 
The Caroline theologians also espoused certain ideas similar to 
those found in the 'real' presence traditions of Roman Catholicism and 
Lutheranism, but without any direct indebtedness to Roman or Lutheran 
sources of which we can be certain. Andrewes, Laud and Taylor, for 
example, referred at times to a presence of Christ either on the altar 
or in the elements, and, consequently, used language suggesting that 
adoration should be directed toward Christ as present there. Both 
Andrewes and Forbes taught some kind of manducatio corporalis. Forbes 
approved of the Melancthonian emphasis on a presence and adoration of 
Christ in the usus, while still countenancing a presence which endures 
in time. The immediate source of this understanding was Archbishop de 
Dominis, but it also had much in common with the theology of the great 
seventeenth-century formulator of Lutheran doctrine, Johann Gerhard. 
With regard to the sanctifying of the elements, it was either suggested 
or explicitly taught by Saravia, Andrewes, Cosin, Montague and Laud 
that consecration is directed toward the elements, not just the 
congregation, and this occurs through the recitation of the words of 
Christ. One also finds the use of "substantialist" language by 
Andrewes, Cosin, Montague, Forbes, Laud and Taylor. While this was 
undoubtedly influenced by Calvin's thought, the willingness on the part 
of some of the divines to conceive of a "substantial" presence on earth 
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may also have been influenced by Platonic tendencies of the century, 
resulting in a position not so far removed from that of the Roman 
Catholic 'realist' school of eucharistic doctrine. 
In Cosin's first series of notes on the Prayer Book, one finds a 
direct and positive utilization of Roman Catholic sources. He used 
Cassander to support a notion of the presence of Christ prior to 
reception, and he cited approvingly Maldonatus' Thomistic understanding 
of the nature of Christ's presence in the sacrament. In addition, 
Saravia, Forbes, Taylor and Thorndike defended at times the Roman 
Church against the accusation of idolatry and bread-worship. 
One also finds the surfacing of Eastern Orthodox beliefs and 
practices in the writings of several of the Anglican theologians. 
Taylor, for example, was willing to countenance the possibility of 
infant communion. He, together with Forbes and Thorndike, appealed to 
the ancient Orthodox liturgical tradition and emphasized eucharistic 
prayer and epiclesis of the Holy Spirit as the manner of consecrating 
the bread and wine, without excluding the words of institution as part 
of the consecratory prayer. 
The Caroline teaching on sacramental presence witnesses to a 
creativity and independence of thought. While these men at times 
borrowed ideas from each other, by and large their expressions of 
eucharistic theology reflect the variety of sources which they used and 
which they individually integrated into their expositions of Christ's 
presence in the sacrament. A great deal of twentieth-century 
scholarship dealing with Anglican theology of the seventeenth century 
has emphasized the role of antiquity in the teaching of the Caroline 
divines. One writer, Paula Schaefer, has argued that "Anglicans 
called the Catholic Fathers to witness and wished to retain the 
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Catholic hierarchy and the liturgy, whereas Puritans endeavoured to 
introduce the reformed religion of Geneva". 
3- 
As we observed in the 
Introduction of this study, F. L. Cross asserted that the seventeenth- 
century divines "claimed to have built up their systems from Patristic 
sources, believing that the Fathers were the best interpreters and 
expounders of the revelation made once for all in Holy Writ". 
4 
H. R. 
McAdoo, in his work on Anglican theological method in the seventeenth 
century, has claimed that "while the appeal to antiquity was not the 
creation of the seventeenth century, it was during that period that it 
evolved as a positive element and as an integral part of the Anglican 
approach to theological questions". 
5 
Without rejecting these 
interpretations, it is hoped that this study has demonstrated that they 
cannot be understood as implying that the Caroline divines ignored or 
were uninfluenced by the more immediate theological background. The 
sixteenth-century controversies and the eucharistic traditions which 
/and which continued into the seventeenth century, 
they produced still loomed large in their thinking. No longer, 
however, was it limited to the Reformed heritage. No longer were 
Lutheran and Roman Catholic ideas and emphases out of bounds. 
This is not to suggest that every kind of belief was openly and 
unambiguously espoused. Frequently, the more radical the idea in 
terms of its departure from the Reformed 'true' presence tradition, the 
less public was its exposure or the more subtle was its phrasing. 
Nonetheless, the diverse ways in which they developed their 
understandings of the eucharistic presence suggest that these 
theologians envisioned a wider spectrum of legitimate theological 
opinion and reflection on the central affirmation that Christ's body 
and blood are communicated than did many of their sixteenth-century 
predecessors or some of their contemporaries. This was in accord with 
the tenor of much of Anglican theology in the seventeenth century, 
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which refused to identify the Faith of the Church with any one school 
of thought or theological system. - McAdoo has convincingly argued 
that the theological method of this period included the distinction 
between fundamentals and non-fundamentals, and that-there was "no 
specifically Anglican corpus of doctrine and no king pin in Anglican 
theology such as Calvin". 
6 
This certainly is true in terms of the 
eucharistic theology of the eight divines considered. The wider 
movement away from the Calvinism of the previous century, which has 
frequently been pointed out in various studies, 
7 is reflected in the 
development of tendencies in their eucharistic theology toward Lutheran, 
Roman and Orthodox ideas and emphases. 
One must keep in mind that the doctrine of Christ's presence in 
the sacrament was not one of the major issues of the seventeenth 
century. Other questions, such as episcopacy, predestination and the 
legitimacy of set liturgical prayers, dominated the theological scene 
far more than that of the eucharist. This may explain, in part, why 
the diversity and tendencies in Caroline sacramental thought did not 
raise more-conflict than they did. The related issues of kneeling for 
the reception of holy communion and the position of the altar did come 
into prominence, and may well have provided an impetus to some of the 
directions in which Caroline eucharistic theology developed. 
One should also remember that these eight theologians who have 
been considered were only a few of the many divines of the period who 
wrote on the eucharist. Because they were popularized by the 
Tractarians in the last century, one may tend to associate the seventeenth 
century with them exclusively. This, however, would be a somewhat 
distorted view, since their eucharistic writings represent only a 
portion of those produced at that time. Awareness of this should 
prevent one from concluding that their sacramental thinking represents 
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the totality of Anglican eucharistic theology of that century. 
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This, however, should not prevent one from recognizing the 
significance of these men in terms of the larger historical perspective. 
In their teachings, Anglican sacramental theology had entered a new 
phase. The nearly complete dominance of sixteenth-century Anglican 
eucharistic teaching by Reformed theology gave way to new developments 
in understanding Christ's presence in the sacrament in ways similar to 
those of Lutheran, Roman and Orthodox theology. Given the 
appropriation by these Anglican theologians of concepts and language 
belonging to existing sacramental theologies, as well as their direct 
utilization at times of these other traditions, it is not possible to 
understand seventeenth-century Anglican eucharistic doctrine, any more 
than that of the sixteenth century, as having developed in lofty 
isolation from ideas, the source of which was the continent. Rather, 
Caroline theology was the continuation of many of the debates, issues 
and ways of thinking about the sacrament which derived from the 
theological explosion of the previous century. It also incorporated 
some emphases from the ancient liturgical heritage of the Orthodox 
East. 
As has been pointed out, this certainly did not mean an abrupt and 
consistent rejection of the Reformed 'true' presence tradition. On 
the contrary, the Caroline divines frequently developed their 
innovative ideas haltingly and only partially. Nonetheless, it meant 
that future generations could look back on the seventeenth century and 
find more variety and marked tendencies toward the tradition of 'real' 
presence than they could discover in the sixteenth-century Anglican 
heritage. In the second chapter, we raised the question as to 
whether the claim that the difference dividing the various churches 
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was only a question of modus, and not a question of the presence 
itself, was a subtle manoeuvre for opening the door to eucharistic 
doctrine going beyond the inherited Reformed teaching. While it may 
not be possible to distinguish cause and effect in this matter, it is 
possible to conclude that frequently among the Caroline divines this 
claim did indeed go hand in hand with such a movement. 
"High Churchmen", "Low Churchmen", "Catholics" and "Protestants", 
however these terms are understood, have been able to locate ideas and 
concepts in the eucharistic theology of the Caroline divines which they 
have found agreeable with their own thinking. This means, then, that 
the seventeenth century is perhaps even more essential for 
understanding subsequent developments in Anglican sacramental theology 
than is the sixteenth century. Within itwere the seeds of later 
Anglican diversity of thought regarding Christ's presence in the 
sacrament and further departures from the Reformed-tradition of an 
earlier era. In this sense, at least, Newman was correct9 - the 
seventeenth century does represent a second stage in the Anglican 
reformation of eucharistic theology. 
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